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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Studv lule An Analysis of the Training of Army Personnel at the
Defense Race Relations Institute
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The study reported here is one part of a larger, on-going study of Army race
relations and equal opportunity training. This particular report provides an analysis of the
traming received by Army personnel at DRRI both in terms of its impact on the trainees
and its relationship to the job that Army DRRI graduates perform in the field. Both Phase |

and Phase 11 of DRRI training are examined.

I'he approach to the study mvolved a variety of different data sources and methods
of data collection. Data were obtained by interviews and questionnaires from DRRI faculty,
RR/EO personnel in the field, Unit Commanders, Unit Personnel, DRRI students, and Army
DRRI graduates. All data were collected between April 1976 and December 1976, and thus,
DRRI training operations at the time of report publication may be slightly different than at

the time data were collected.

The implications of the findings of this study were viewed primarily from the per-
spective of the Army and secondarily from the perspective of DRRI, or more accurately, the
Department of Defense. Both perspectives are obviously relevant to any changes which may
be considered. The findings are summarized below, organized around a number of key issues.
The final section is a set of courses of action which appear appropriate to consider based on

the study findings.




The Impact of the DRRI Experience. Almost without exception, DRK' graduates

report that the school experience had a powerful, important and personally meaningtul im-
pact on them. The overwhelming consensus on this point would appear to make the DRRI
experience unique among military training experiences in general. Whatever other criticism
graduates voiced, almost all emphasized a profound personal growth experience which they
identified as important in their lives. 1t would appear unquestionable that DRRI graduates
are far more aware of and sensitive to the nuances and insidious characteristics of discrimina-

tion at work in an organization than are those not exposed to DRRI training.

The strength and near universality of the impact, which comes principally from
Phase 1. must be acknowledged. Although criticism is made of the low relationship between
the skills required by the job of the RR/EO in the Army and the DRRI Phase | training, it
would be a misreading of the study findings to conclude that Phase | training therefore sheuld
be eliminated or entirely changed. To the contrary, there is evidence that Phase I training
serves important functions and has a high value for the Army in that it is producing a group
of individuals highly motivated and generally more qualified than personnel who have not
received the training to deal with the problem of reducing discrimination in the activities of

the Army. Also, DRRI has served as a symbol of the military « effort to achieve equal oppor-

tunity, especially for non-whites. The elimination of the Phase | experience would undoubtedly

blunt the drive the Army has mounted to implement its equal opportunity responsibilities. This

is not to suggest that Phase | training should not be changed at all, but rather that the impact
it now has on trainees has high value both to them as individuals and to the Army to the extent
that it can be assumed that the Army’s expressed commitment to climinate all forms ot racial

and sexua! discrimination remains undiminished.

The Alignment of the Training Content with Job Characteristics. The content of
the training in both Phases I and II is not aligned effectively with the job needs of Army
RR/EO personnel in the field. This misalignment occurs because the basic mission of DRRI
(Phase 1) has not changed essentially since its inception whereas the Army’s concept of the
job of the DRRI graduate has undergone substantial and continuing change. The original
mission of DRRI was to train instructors in race relations and, originally, the Army used

DRRI graduates primarily as instructors. However, the Army no longer uses DRRI graduates
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in this way - Compared with RR/FO duties during the era of the onginal 18-hour RAP |
curnicula, mstructing is now a minor and nftrequently pertformed task of Army RR'EO
personnel in the field Gradually, the job of Army RR/EQO personnel has shafted trom
mstructor-tacilitator to an advisor role which emphasizes perfornung statt functions for a
commander  Thas shaft was recognized by the establishment of the Phase 1 traiming which
emphasized preparations tor some of these latter functions, but since Phase 1is sull the
source o the primary impact of DRR1, graduates sull beheve they are being tramed as

mstructorns

Fven though there now exasts a histing ot the tasks which constitute the job ot
RR FO staft NCO (MOS OOU), there 1s only a tenuous connection between a few of these
tasks and the tramimg provided i Phase and only a shightly less tenuous one tor Phase 11
The hsting of tasks did not result trom an actual task analysis and, mdeed, such an analysis
is virtually impossible to do i the face of DA policy revisions which have prevented the
RR 1O job from becoming stable. Until tasks and responsibilities of RR'EO personnel are
clearly and explicitly detined and that defimtion is understood by all personnel and agencies
involved, there 1s no way that any traimning program can be adequately ahgned with the needs

of the job

At present, Department of Detense specification of DRRIES misston and Department
of the Army's specitication of its utihzation of DRRI graduates conflict. Department of the
Army and Department of Detense need to develop RR/EO policy which is mutually remnfore-
ing rather than contradictory . Once overall policies are clear, it should be possible to define

the RR O job, wdentity the skills required, and modity the traming to provide those skifls

Selection to Attend DRRL. There appears to o no particular relationship between
existing selection criteria and performance at DRR1 or pertormance on the job. A number of
questions are raised about the suitability of existing selection enteria and procedures Appro-
priate specific changes would, of course, depend in part on policy changes discussed above, but
it appears clear that present selection standards do not seem well suited to producing graduates
with capabilities required to satisfactorily perform the tasks of an RREQ staft otficer or NCO

A major rethinking and overhaul of the selection concept, procedures employed, and specttic
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standards appear in order. Once again, job pertormance data s lacking, but i appears that
existing standards do not produce a population ot graduates which one would expect toexeel
w the functions now emphasized in the RR/EO job, although, of course, many exceptions
exnt. A clearcut speatication of the RR/FO'S job s 4 prerequisite 1o rethinking selection
cnitena and procedures. Selection, traming, and job performance are three components which
constitute a dynamic system an which the success of policies in one component are dependent

on the pohcies of another component

Testing and Quality Control. The relatively low level of quality control exercised
by DRRIL over s students, i the end, may be counterproductive because 1t convey s the mes
sage that DRRI graduates do not have to meet high standards or, even worse, any standuards

at all

Lt appears that the relatively low level of quality control steims from at feast two
sources' first, a reluctance o tighten entrance critena and pertormance standards at the pos
sible cost of having dispieportionate adverse eflects on mmonty students, and second, the
lack of mmimally adequate tests which could be used to exercise quahity control 1t ettectine
quabty control over students is to be implemented, the standards of acceptable student pet
tormance must be made exphart and the whole testing program overhauled. Tests now em
ployed should be replaced with tests having acceptable psychometnie properties includimy
the ability to distinguish ditferent levels of performance, and predictive validity w relation

to on-thejob performance.

Mechanisms for Continuing Contact with Graduates. Until the recent advent of g
newsletter and other educational and statistical matenals sent to DRRI graduates, there was
no mechanism for meeting the trequently strongly expressed need of graduates tor mamntamng
contact with developments in the RR'EO field, becoming aware of what other staduates were
domg, and generally to be in touch with an mtormation clearinghouse tunction  Consderation
should be given to upgrading the existing newsletter to make 1t an even more effective mech

anism for meeting this valid and heretotore largely unmet need

iv
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Other Missions of DRRL DRRI was ongmally charged with five misstons

| to conduct trammg tor DOD personne! designated as

mnstructors in race relations:

levelop doctrime and curnicula i education tor race

relations,

conduct research;

‘v

4 perform evaluation of program eflectiveness: and

S dissenuinate educational gurdelines and matenals tor
utihization throughout the Armed Forees

Lt appears that the first of these five has been emphasized to the virtual exclusion
of the remaiming tour. In particular. the general Falure tor reasons both ot resource limitation
and pohey restrictions, to have consistently pertormed the research and evaluation functions
adequately has resuited in the loss of the opportunity to have leamed fiom the first six vears
of operation and to have accumulated objective information on which to base policy and
procedural changes in the trammg program . As a result. the program m 1977 s still based
largely on what it wasin 1971 the best guesses and personal opinions of whomever happens

to be responsibie

Either the four largely unperformed missions should be removed from DRRI's
charter and accomplished elsewhiere. or DRRI should be appropriately structured and pro-
vided with adequate and appropriate tesources to per g these other missions. 1t ag pears
that these mussions have been stated because they miake logical sense, but in terms ol reahstic

resources provided , and policy liutations, they have m essence been programmed (o tail

Miscellaneous Issues Deserving Constderation

e  Phase Lis still cniticized as too black criented despite extensive
curriculum changes which have substantially veduced the black
orientation relative to other minoritics

[ DRRI faculty. tor the most part, are teachimg the specitios of a
job in which they themselves have had httle or no experience in
the field.
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I'here continues to be concern about the adverse affect of 4
RR/EO assignment on one’s Army career

The transition between Phase 1 and Phase 11 has been an
awkward expenience for students and is percewved by them
as having counterproductive value.

Interagency Communication and Coordination. The agencies within the Aty and

Department of Detense which make policy aftecting the RR FO job and DRR1 tramng need

to upgrade their commumcations and coordination in order to chnunate the sources of

confusion which emanate from the policy level. Furthermore, effective traming and eftective

utihzation of DRRI graduates will continue to be less than optimum until 4 higher level of

consistency than now exists s achieved between Department of Detense and Department ot

the Army policy makers.

Action Implications. The purpose of studving DRRI trarming altimately s to learn

how to increase the effectiveness of that truming and how (o mncrease 1ts vsetulness (o the

Army. The findings of this study suggest that serious consideration should be given (o the

following courses of action.

Policies should be modified to make the nussion of DRRI and the
Army utihzation of DRRI graduates consistent.

DRRI Phase | and Phase 11 traiming objectives should be reformulated
i expheit and measurable terms.

The tasks of the RR EO position should be more clearly and ox
phaitly defined so that required skills and knowledge can be
specified.

Both Phase 1 and Phase I traming should be made more consistent
with the needs of the RR FO job.

Selection criterta and procedures should be overhauled i order 1
produce trainees whose capabilities better mateh the job require
ments.

Performance measures tor the RR/EFO job should be developed
Quality control over DRRI students should be substantially up

graded by specitying appropriate standards of pertormance and
developing adequate tests of student performance

vi
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I'he existing newsletter produced at DRRI should be substantially
uprraded to provide an ettective mechanism {or continuing contact
with graduates to provide resource matenals, updated references,
and up-to-date commumications about RR/FO related events

\dequate resources should be made avatlable to enable DRRI to
pertorm s non-traming muisstons which are currently not being
adequately pertormed

The Phase T cuarmiculum should be turther moditied to address the
percenved excessive black onentation

DRRI taculty should be required to have prior relevant instruc
tonal and yob expernence

Mcasures should be taken to chinunate the negative impact of the
transition between Phase and Phase 1

DRRI should be supported by an expenmental rescarch program
desgned to develop and test optimal traimmg methods and cur-
ncula the ethiciency and ettectiveness of which can be obiectively
documented

The agencies withun the Army and Department of Detense that
make pohicies attecting DRRI tramming and the RR EO job should
upgrade they commumcations and coordination to elimunate -
consstenaies and sources of contusion which now exist and which
degrade the achievement of optimum eftectiveness ot DRRI




¢ T

S rm——

TABLE OF CONTENTS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . . ... ..0: o isvnriscrsesnssssssinsss s il
B INTROBREIECTEON . . . .. ... iniiiomiohinisisiins s s dadesses e 3
B e R T e e e e i o 3
B G e L e R 5
ARDRGAGTI LT e e NEI ol Sons T s bt ) i W o e 5
Dat@ ColleetiomMarell 7 S0l . 0 20 o halniors s Sl b al=r b e 5 Faetin o v 6
Data Collection INSEUMEBDES . .t cvvnvs s comavmssssosmmaonssissis 9
Student Survey Instruments . ... ....... ... ... ... 9
Racial Attitudes and Perceptions . .. ... ... .. S e 9
InterractabMEHAVIONS ™ | o ios s s b oh s e SA s e A 11
RACTALIKNOWICATE | (i oo v i sl ebniias o b s 55 5 ot o aiah sl & 11
Training Performance/Experience Variables ... ............ 12
STudERUERIEEVIEWS | . 0 0k o 4 oie o s it o Bl 5 0 e o e o i 3 12
COMEEBE GROVID 5. 2 L o oot o r i i o oo o b s 1 8L o i 1 . o1 g8 e e o 13
DIRRIEEACOIY SUTVEY. & o e i s o8 Dots 60 et s b G o8 50 o o912 13
DRRI Graduate Followup Survey . ... ... ... ... .. ... ... .. 13
BRI SUIRNCTS! 55 £ oo 4ot o b o w5, 76 st e 5 v i i 35 rons o 6 i e 14
Suminary of Dat@ColECtION. ... .0 .o i toiv v i sih bs s e e s 14
A Brief Review of PHOt REPOTIS .. .. i ioine it nnsssciismeans 16
Orgatlizatiofiof FISREPOEE .. .0 v s coomevwsas sasms s ses 18
II. THE JOB OF THE ARMY DRRI GRADUATE ... ......... ... ...... 19
B R e e e b e L o i
SAMPISOROTAIWRIES . . . .. oo e e s e s s e e e ey 4
31 U A S P e o O L L S e
EOMSWIESMENEY /.0 o0 mnon b 56 s el WY o1 5 e oo s eloniss Ul i v o
Job Deseription of DRREGIaduates .. ...... . .cocniieevinniioiion
RASRAREENIS o | et % e w65 s e e
Job Time Spent on Specific Tasks
B R SR S M S N L RS T

ix




i_
[
8
P
)
i
Allocation and Utilization of Graduates . . ... ... ... ... ... ....... . 26 %
B
T R e e A N s P et e O TSV 30
Job Satisfaction . ... ... .. ivinniinyas TR I L Il Y 33
LT R e o NSRRI W e UG . 107 34
Perceptions ot the Consequences of DRRI and
RERIEOINVOIVEINGIIE . . . . .. i i vcstns s nmmismesennnmosssneness 35
Perception of RR/EOProblems  ........ ... . ... ... .. cciviiuenns 36
Higher and Lower Quality Race Relations Programs ... ... ... . .. ... .. 39
T O e e I Y U S R ST 42

III. DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF DRRI TRAINING

FORARMYPERSONNEL . ...... ... ... iimienrnvinenerieanns 45
NI OB ETTRIRITIE o s b byt neostles ooy AP e 51 o €1 o o e S o o 45
Student Perceptions of DRRI Training .. ... ... ... ... ... ............ 47
BRI s o e et e e B T e N i g e e e e 47
AssesSment OF WeANINE . . . e oo st o b o oo 5 oo e 47
PerceptionSoRCHangs . ..o 0 s S L e e o 50
Pre- and Post-Training Assessment of Change .. ... ... ........ .. 52
T e e B e e O S e R U ey b 54
ASESSIEnE OB MIAIMIIE. = o0 oo 0 ches o e o b o e o o 5 a6 o s s 54
Perceptions OF CHANEE .o« v o s unimssim os o s s sim s 6 s s wm s i 56
Pre- and Post-Training Assessment of Change . ... .. ... ... .. ... 57
DREFIraimnBOBIEChVES. . v o i o i o i i o s e 5 o 58
Perceptions of Consequences of DRRI Training and
RE/EQVINVOIVEMBIIt . .. .. . e i mmos s v o meie o s 59
Faculty/Statf Perceptions of TIaiming . . . . . .cocv i i v vmsmesesccmmnnssson 62
Army DRRI Graduate Perceptions of DRRI Training . ... ... ... ... ... . 63
Command Personnel Perceptions of DRRI Training .. ... ... ........... 66
General Army Perceptions of DRRI Training ... .. ... .. ........ .. 67

Non-DRRI Trained RR/EO Personnel Perceptions of DRRI Training ... ... .. 68




e

e

B

R TR S I Y | 2 o st s e L G o T e e e Tl o o B AR
SEIRCREITCEIEOII . - - - o vis s s o nin a1 B eiseis) o st el @i o e 8
PRBEGIRBENALES . . . o oo v ovnenvaos's vuinwensssssnsanessssos
RAIRORRBISORMBL . . . .. s wleiini oo enammcsn s sioenssseneises

AP COMMOMUBES . . o« = 5w v e vwin 505 55 8 5w &5 W68 & w5 i w8 0w e
Characteristics of Army 1976-3 DRRI Training Class .. ..............
Demographic Backgrouwnd ... ... .....cocsinssiooensnsiosiss

TN T A R L I P e e SR N
PUBEHISEDBTIRIICE. . .. 5070 ss 5 5 arer @ s a4 a0 a5 om0 30w 0 g ia e 0 o
Expectationsabout BRRI ... ........ccccoiiiiioninnncnans

Racial Attitudes, Perceptions, and Knowledge .. ...... .. ......

Student Characteristics and DRRI Performance . .......................
ST T e e e R T e e et e e L SRR R R
IV. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS . ... .. . ... . ..
e T T T e el e oy R BT A P N R SR A
Implications: Discussion of Specific Training Issues . ... ... ... ......
he MISHOREGHOEIMIRT. . . . . . . s v e aommes hie s smwnsnsssdsnss
DRRIUTraining OBICCEIVES . .o vvioo s aiieiow sims s e s s smse s ss s
SCIECUIOTEOESRRIGHES. i il o e s st s w08 o 8w e o e e s
Greater Individualized Training . ............ccciitiinrinenonaens
Experience O PDREIIMSHUCIONS - . -« oo cvuvasosssvomminassnsses
Black-White Trainmg Emphasis . ...............ciiiiiiiiiinan.
Miscellaneous Training Issues . ... .......... ... .. ennnnn.
Perceived Consequences of DRRI and RR/EO Involvement ... .. ... ..

L L G L N e Y
TP VRIS EERIRYCIELE 201 0 v Tl st e (o (e 70 6w 0o e 0 0 &
Interorganizational Relationships ... ... ... ... .. ... .. ... ...,

D I B B L ot © v b b o s 0, i s o 6L 76 3 A % % 0 (s 5%
TECHNICAL APPENDEX . ..........cc0000iitinaseocsronnsonesssnssas
Psychometric Propertiesof Instruments ............ . cciiviiiiivanne.
Factor Analysis of DRRI Graduate Tasks ..........cciniiiinnveieanes
PO ROSt INTICTEnces On SCAIES . . .. .« covv v vmiiiasiisseiissssanss
RrediCtors OF INNIRN PEPEOTIMANCE. .« v o5 6«6 s simes s ap s s vibiesvemesinss
EseiCtn DRIRIPOTTOEMAN0R . . . o oo uvv e s ommewsss vusmsnenesssesssss

xi

68
69

69
69
70

71

71
72
74
74
76

i)
81

83
86

86
87
88
90
90
91
92
93
94
96
98

S—




i LIST OF FIGURES

xii




lable

Lable .

Lable

Table

Lable

Table

Table

Fable

Fable

Table

Fable

Fable

lable

Table

lable

Table

Fable

S

-~

)

Al

O

16a

LIST OF TABLES

Data Cotlection Maodel
Summary of Data Collection

Proportion of Graduates” ime Providing Race
Relations Instruction

Percentage of Job Tune Spent by Graduates in
Lach Type of Task

Position, Organizational Level and Reporting 1 evel
of Army DRRI Graduates

Lask Factor Scores by Position and Organizational Level

Graduate Pereeptions of Consequences of DRR1 and
RR O Involvement

Problems of Race Relations Instruction Programs and
Strategies to Ehimunate Discrimmation

Characteristics of Higher and Lower Quality
Installation Race Relations Programs

Phase T Student Ratings of Trammg Components
Phase I Student Recommendations for Trammg Changes
Phase 11 Student Assessments of Change

Phase 11 Student Ratings of Tramimg Components and
Recommendations tor Tramimg Changes

Student Ratings ot DRR{ Trammg Objectives

Perceptions of Consequences of DRRI Expernience
and RR/EO Involvement

Satistaction with DRRI Traimimg by Type of
Lask and Phase of Traming

Satistaction with DRRI Trammimg

%1%

.“)

S8

S0

o0

od

o4

e




-

"

Table 17

Table 18

Table 19

Table 20

Table 21

Table 22

Table 23

Table 24

Table 25

Demographic Characteristics of the Army 1976-3 Class ... ...... 71
Psychometric Characteristics of Scales: Reliability .. ... ........ ... 108

Correlations among Attitudinal, Perceptual, Behavioral

and Knowledge Variables . ............... ... ... iiirunn. 109
Correlations among DRRI and HSR Instruments ... .......... ... 111
Factor Analysisof Task Items . .. ..........c00 it inininisnn 115

Phase I: Pre-Post Differences on Racial Attitudes, Perceptions,

Knowledge, and Behavior . ... ... .. ... .. ... .. ... . 118
Phase I: Pre-Post Difference on DRRI Instruments .. ...... ... .. 119
Variables That Predict DRRI Performance  .................... 120
Multiple Regression to Predict DRRI Performance . ... ....... .. ... 123

xiv




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background

The development and implementation of race relations and equal opportunity
programs within the Army constitutes one of the most massive change efforts of its type
ever undertaken. The creation of educational and training programs, the development of
race relatrons equal opportunity (RR FO) staffs, the tormulation of new policies, all
required a large allocation of resources and a tremendous investment of time and effort
From the beginning, the Army s race relations traming programs were initiated quickly to
meet urgent needs: there was hittle precedent in civihian organizations and no experience
with such trainmg in the military. Methods and content were chosen on the basis of limited

experience, trial and error, and the best judgments of relatively few people.

{Cwas i the late Sixties and carly Seventies when the manifestation of racial
discrimination became sufficiently violent and overt that prior levels of organizational
unawareness and denial were no longer tenable (Borus, Stanton, Fiman, and Dowd, 1972).
Awarencess in the civilian sector, expressed through increasing publicity in the media, ac-
companied by expressions of dissatistaction from military personnel themselves stimulated
the mulitary hierarchy to deal with the newly acknowledged problem (Borus, Fiman, Stanton.
and Dowd, 1973). In this context of racial turmoil, the Defense Race Relations Institute
(DRRD was established in 1971 (DOD Durective 1322.11) as a result of a number of studies
that recommended an educational program in all of the Armed Forces to reduce and attenu-
ate the intensity of racial contlict within the Department of Defense. DRRI was given the

major misston of training mstructors to carry out the recommended educational program

With little precedent for an educational program of such massive size, a training
and educational model was developed. As s usually the case tor programs conceived in a

period of urgency and apprehension, most energy and resources were invested in the trial and
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error sequence of best guesses on how to proceed and develop the most effective educational
program. Only a small proportion of the Institute’s resources were allocated to assessing

its own performance and impact. While some evaluative efforts were undertaken, no inte-
grated program evaluation system which would continuously feed back data to DRRI was
developed. Self-assessment programs tended to focus more on changes that occurred during
training, rather than on an assessment of how well DRRI training met the job needs of
graduates of DRRI once they returned to the field. Also, it seems that most of the energies
of DRRI focused on its training mission, with proportionately much less attention given (o

the execution and evaluation of its non-training missions.

While DRRI has continued since its inception to study and improve its ability
to produce race relations instructors, the policies and regulations of the Army, the nature
and manifestation of discrimination, and the roles and tasks of DRRI graduates have
changed considerably. For example, the original Army-wide race relations and equal
opportunity training program (RAP 1) was a mandatory 18-hour block of instruction which
was generally taught by graduates of the Defense Race Relations Institute at the installation
or community level. By early 1974, that program was moditied by a revised AR 600-42 10
create RAP 11 which placed the primary responsibility for conducting RR/FO training on
the chain of command and required seminars to be conducted within units in platoon-sized
groups on a monthly basis. Currently, in carly 1977 revisions of the basic RR/EO policy
documents are under consideration and further modifications in the unit training program

are likely.

Itisin this context of change that the present study has been designed to provide the
Army and DRRI with feedback about its own processes. It should be noted that DRRI has col-
laborated in this study effort and has always remained committed to a process of self-examination
and self-growth. The exigencies of operating a multi-Service Institute that deals with controversial
and emotionally volatile content material create a situation which can be difficult. at best.
Throughout its existence, DRRI has stood in the center of a raging dispute of legitimate dis-
agreement about how to eliminate discrimination. Its existence has been a symbol of change

and an example of the military’s commitment to equal opportunity and the elimination of




racisim. but DRRI has also been percewved by some as an attack on the values of tradition
and as a breeding ground for activists and racial militants. Its current level of vigorous output
contin.es to represent its commitment to the ultimate ehimination of discrimination in the

mulitary
Objectives

~ ! 2oy -
1he overall objective of thas study 1s to provide a program analysis of the Defense
Race Relations lastitute tramming of Army personnel, only. In specific terms, the study has
four main objectives:

® > lo describe and analyze the training provided by DRRI for
Army personnel.

e 7~ lo describe and analyze the job, tasks, and utilization of Army
DRRI graduates.

e * lTo describe and analyze the impact of DRRI in terms of the
relationships between training and job performance; and

@ To provide a set of recommendations for future DRRI training
of Army personnel.__
Ab> A

Approach

I'he overall approach to accomplish the study objectives was to collect and syn-
thesize mformation from a number of relevant sources across a wide variety of critena to
lcad to a current analytic and evaluative set of statements about DRRI. The approach to
the study of DRRI is Army-specific and is based on a multi-source and multi-method data

collection paradigm to provide a broad and comprehensive view of DRRI training.

It 1s of importance to note that data are generally not available to permit more
traditional evaluation designs. For example, one traditional approach to evaluation would

compare the performance ratings of those Army personnel who received DRRI tr2ining to




those personnel in the same job who have not received DRRI training. Unfortunately, no
valid performance criteria exist for RR/EO personnel other than the overall Army efficiency
reports which are unsuitable for a variety of reasons. Another variation of a more classical
evaluation design would have been to translate the RR/EO job into a matrix of specific tasks,
develop a measure of performance for each task that constitutes the RR/EO job, and com-
pare task performance measures before and after DRRI training. However, no valid taxonomy
of tasks existed for the RR/EO job,| and the specific tasks of each RR/EO job tend to vary
across installations, by rank, and in relation to various organizational parameters, such as
type of position and organizational level. As a result, the most useful evaluative and ana-
lytical approach to accomplish the objectives for this study was to solicit perceptions about
DRRI from a variety of important information sources and to execute a before-after training
design on Army students at DRRI, using variables which are logically related to job perfor-

mance; e.g., racial attitudes, behaviors, perceptions, and knowledge.

Data Collection Model

In Table 1, each of the different data sources used in the study is listed, along
with the data collection method and objectives for which such information has been designed
to provide information. Data from all sources were synthesized and used to meet Objective

No. 4, “Recommendations for Future DRRI Operation.”

Each of the populations of personnel with some relevant perceptions of DRRI was

included as a data source. DRRI faculty/staff were queried about different aspects of the

DRRI training program. Army graduates in the field were asked to describe the specific tasks
that make up their jobs and to evaluate how well their training at DRRI meets their current

job needs. Unit commanders at the brigade, battalion, and company levels were requested o ~

provide their views on the performance of DRRI graduates in their units and on DRR] itself.
A questicnnaire was sent to all prior Army graduates of DRRI to solicit their task/role descrip-
tions and their perspective on the adequacy of DRRI training. Finally, a major effort focused

10ne exists now, but it is not one derived from task analysis data and its existence appears to be
not widely known,




Table 1

Data Collection Model

e Data Collection Method | [ Objective
I. DRRI
Traming | 2. Job 3. lmpact
Data Source Interview | Questionnaire [ | Analysis | Analysis | of Training
DRRI Faculty Statt \ \ X \
RR EO Personnel i the Field \ \ p | X \
Unit Commanders \ \ X X
Umit Personnel X \ X
DRRI Student Cohort
- Pre-Training \ \ N\
- Post-Phase 1 N\ \ \ AN
- Post-Phase 11 X \ \ \
Army DRRI Graduates X \ X \ \

on the members ot the 1976-3 DRRI class, the tramnees themselves. A sample of students or
student cohort was dentified and contacted three separate times: prior (o their traming
experience; at the end of Phase 1L and at the end ot Phase 11 In this way, statements of the

relative impact of each of the phases of DRRI tramimg could be made.

Figure 1descnibes the evaluation model utilized in conceptuahizing the impact of
DRRI training on students. Traming impact was seen as the combination ot both pre-trainimg
experience/set factors and individual difterence factors. A great deal of hiterature dealing
with the evaluation of tramming (e.g., Steele, Zand, and Zalkind, 1970, Fiman and Conner,
1974), points to the importance of training expectations and the tvpe. of trainee wn deter-
mining the impact of the training itselt. Traimng factors are assessed to provide midications of
type and level of training impact. Post-training factors partially determine the efficacy ot
training in terms of the utilization of trainces and the tasks that they perform. No matter how
well the training program may meet its own objectives, it cannot be effective unless those

objectives relate closely to the future on-the-job needs of its {rainees.




Individual Difference Factors

. Demographic background.
. Interracial expenences.

Figure 1
DRRI Student Evaluation Model

Pre-Training Experience/Set Factors

. Pressure to attend from supeniors, peers, subordinates.
. Freedom of choice/participation in decision to attend.
. Satisfaction with advance mformation.

. Expectations about change.

Information from others.

Attitude toward traming.

. Post-tramning role expectations.

Reason tor attending DRRI.

TN e es Ms

|
3. Military expenience (prior RR/EO duty).
4. Race/sex attitudes, knowledge, and behavior

O

Training Factors

. Peer rating.
. Small group membership.
. Academic tests.
. Self-rating.
DRRI evaluation:
- Phase, instructor, module;
- Good/bad; too much/too little; value/utility
6. Race/sex attitudes/knowledge

P S

N

Post-Tningg’ Factors

1. Race/sex attitudes.
2. Environmental factors:
- Utihization;
- Tasks performed;
- Post.
3. Evaluation of pertormance:
- Selt, peer, commander. supervisor.
4. DRRI evaluation:
- Phase, instructor, module.




Data Collection lnstruments

Maor reliance was placed upon the use of written, paper-and-penail instruments
as 4 data collection techmique Individual and group mterviews were also used to gain more
dy namic and subtle understanding ot tratming and 10b performance circumstances and effects
A crniticabainerdent instrument was used 1o assess posttive and negative critical incidents on
the part of tramcees during cach phase of DRRL. The administration and analysis of ali
nstruments were consistent with current privacy and contidentiahity regulations and legis-

lation

Student Sunvey Instruments

A simalar survey mstrument was administered to all Army members of the
1970-3 Class at three different times.  This instrument assessed demographic background:
pre-trammg expectations, interracial and military expenences, and racial sexual attitudes,
perceptions, knowledge, and behavior. Also, evaluations of various components of the tramn-
g program were requested trom the students, n addition to their recommendations for
tuture DRRI traming classes. nstruments with prior psy chometric validation on miulitary

populations were used, and some new instruments were developed

A number of scales were created (o assess various important vanables. Scale scores
generally represent the results of o combination of a number of individual questionnaire iterns
and are psychometrically superior to mdividual itens Thie followima scales were used to

measure important variables

Racial Attitudes and Perceptions

» Perceived Discrimination against Blacks (PDB): Higher scores
indicate more perceived discrimination lower scores ndicate
fess percewved discrimmnation

»® Attitude toward Racial Interaction (ATH: Higher scores are
more tavorable toward racial interaction: lower SCOres are less
favorable toward racial interaction.




s

e  Feelings of Reverse Racism (FRR): Higher scores indicate whites
feel threatened or feartul of blacks and percenve favorable treatment
of blacks; lower scores indicate whites do not feel threatened or
teartul of blacks and do not perceive favorable treatment of blacks

® Racial Climate (RC): Higher scores ndicate perceptions ot a lugh
quality of race relations in the Army and hugh level of commitment
of the Army to ractal harmony ; lower scores indicate perceptions of
a low quahity of race relations in the Army and low level of commt-
ment of the Army to racial harmony

These four scales are part of the Racial Attitudes and Perceptions Survey (RAPS)
that has been specttically developed on and for a military population ; Six items trom cach
scale, usually those with the highest oniginal tactor loading, were selected from a longer list
of items and were used in the student survey. The term “non-white ” replaced “black™ in

these items, in order to generate the factors (o include more than “black only ™ concepts

T'hus, PDB and FRR refer in this study to non-whites, not just 1o blacks.

Students were also asked to indicate whether the events portrayed g fichihous
scenanio showed racial prejudice and the type of action that should be taken by the main
character in the scenario. Fheorenically, racial assertiveness would be indicated by extremely
high ratings of prejudice for the scenario and endorsements of more torcetul and strong be-

havioral or action alternatives. Three scales were generated to deal with racial assertiveness

e  Judgments of Racial Prejudice (JRP): High scores represent view
that racial prejudice does exist in the scenarios; low scores indicate
that racial prejudice does not exist.

e In-Channel Actions (!CA): High scores represent strong endorse-
ment tor in-channel behaviors (o resolve racial issues (e.g.. file an
EO complaint); low scores suggest weak endorsement of im-channel

actions,

¢ Out-Channel Actions (OCA): High scores represent strong endorse-
ment for out-channel behaviors 10 resolve racial ISSUES (.8, use foree
or violence): low scores suggest weak endorsement of out-channel

actons,

M - . N

= For more information on the development and techmical chatactensties of the RAPS and its
scales, see Hiett, er al Measuring the Impact of Race Relations P wrams i the Milizary (Mcl can, Va
Human Sciences Research, Inc.. March 1974)
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In-channel actions (ICA) refer to anti-racist behaviors that utilize the chain of

command and appropriate orgamzational components to resolve racial issues in a way con-
sistent with established regulations. Out-channel responses (OCA) refer to behaviors that
utihize threat, violence, or power in ways that are not consistent with regulations. Hypo-
thetically . as a result of DRRI training, we would expect endorsement of out-channel

responses to decrease and in-channel responses to stay the same or increase.

Interracial Behaviors

e Interracial Behavior (IB): Higher scores represent more frequent
contact with people of other races; lower scores represent less
frequent contact with people of other races.

e  Behavioral Intentions (BI): Higher scores indicate more prob-
ability and intention to engage in a series of positive interracial
behaviors; lower scores indicate less probability and intention to
engage in a series ol positive interracial behaviors.

Racial Knowledge

Items designed to assess knowledge of racial issues were generated, and scales or
sets of individual items were developed. One set of items dealing with minimal knowledge of
Army regulations was so well known by students upon entry to DRRI that it was not able to
discriminate among students. Virtually all students correctly knew those knowledge items
related to basic information concerning Army regulations about race relations prior to DRKI
traming. A ¢ross section of Army personnel surveyed in another study had dramatically less
knowledge ot the Army RR/EO regulations (Hiett and Nordlie, 1976). A knowledge scale J
was created that assessed general knowledge of racial history, contemporary racial issucs,
behavioral sciences and racial terminology and concepts. Higher scores indicate more knowl-

ledge. and lower scores represent less knowledge.

S e ok

Other Measures of Racial Variables

In addition to the aforementioned variables and instrumentation, the results from
those instruments routinely used by DRRI in its research program in Phase | were also used

in the analyses in this study. The instruments that were used include:




e Opinion Inventory

e Penick Inventory

e Integration/Segregation Index
e Internal-External Control

e Nominal Index

e Role of Women i

Further data on these instruments are available in Evaluation Research Reports
Report 11 (DRRI, 1975), Further data on the psychometnc properties ot all instruments

used n this study are presented in the Appendix to this report.

Training Performance/Experience Variables

Data to assess a student’s experience and performance at DRRI were also collected.
Generally, performance during Phase 1 is assessed through a series of academic tests and peer
ratings made by members of each small group. In addition, self-ratings of performance were
collected from trainees. Performance during Phase 11 is assessed through a series of examina-
tions in specific content areas. Personnel may take cach examination a number ot times and
indication is noted whether successful completion on these exams occurred on the pre-test,

B e : 3
normal examination administration, or on re-test.”

Information about students’” military performance was available for a sample of
the 1976-3 class. These data included the general test (GT) and clernical (CL) subscale scores
from the Army General Classification Test (AGCT), the weighted average ot Enlisted Effi-
ciency Reoorts (EERWA), most receni score on the Primary Military Occupational Specialty
Examination (PMOSE), and mental category based on scores trom the Armed Forces

Qualification Test (AFQT).

Student Interviews

In addition to the comprehensive survey instruments that were used to gather data
from the students, instruments for individual interviews were also developed and used with a
small sample of the 1976-3 class. These instruments were used in one-hour, individual

3This procedure had been modified by the time this report was published.
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mterviews and were desipned to yield more dynamic and subtic information about training
eftects. A erniucal-maident technique was also used, where each student who was interviewed
was also asked to complete an instrument which requested one positive and one negative
critical inaident in cach phase of DRRI training. This technique has often been used as a

way of identify g central issucs refated to change and training effect.

Control Group

In order to be confident that the tramning program itself is responsible for those
changes detected in tramees over the period of training, an experimental design with a con-
trol group is required . Compansons of changes over tume between those who received DRRI
training and those members of a control group who have not received training is necessary for

valid conclusions about training cffects. Students already selected for the future 1976-5

DRRI class were used as a control group for the 1976-3 class.

DRRI Faculty Survey

A survey, quite similar to the student survey, was also given to a sample of faculty
and staflt members of DRRI An mitial interview with faculty members had previously identi-
ficd important issues. Also, many of the same attitudinal, perceptual knowledge, and be-
havioral varsables were assessed in order to compare them with student data. Fach taculty

and stalt member was also asked tor his evaluation of different training components.

DRRI Graduate Followup Survey

DRRI had the primary responsibility to conduct a survey to describe how graduaes
are utilized in the field, the organizational tevels at which they are located, and the tasks and
roles they perform. HSR provided some technical input into the survey design and data
analysis. DRRI had slightly difterent goals and, more importantly, had to operate under a
agnificantly more complicated mesh of rigid regulations; therefore, the survey itselt was not
always the most appropriate to meet all of the objectives of this particular study . It did,
however, provide important information about the functioning of DRRI graduates in the

ficld.
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Generally | the survey s dividesd st touy parts Part 1 deals with demographn
and behavioral intormation, whde Part 2 tocuses on the tasks and i tony pertormed iy
the praduate  he thind part provides a descuption of the imstallation racal chmate and tace

relations mstruction program, and e last part vields evaluative data about DRRI

Field Surveys

Resvarch saentints from our statt visited 1o separate Army astallations Ne
ot these were withun the United States, one was w the Par bast, and siv were in 1 urope Atg
cach mstatlation a wide vanety of personned was sunvey ed and mtenviewed about VAo
aspecty of the installation race relations and equal opportunity progtam  Inctaded nonearly
cach instrument were some items concetning DRR1or DRRE praduates Generally at each
mstallation, a sample of brgade commanders, battalion commandess amd ORI ANy com
manders were ashed about the voles and pertormance of DRRI praduates and thew pereep
ons of DRRT AT unit personnel survey ed were ashed whether they Ranew about DRRL
Lach group o personnel who occupied RR HO positions was ashed varous questtons welated
10 DRREon both a witten survey and duning a group ntenviesw A sunvey of DRR1 praduates
dealt with thewr duties and tasks pettormed adescaption of the mstallation tramimyg program,
perceptions of the Army race relations program, and an assessment of the DRRI g

enperience

Summary of Data Collection

Fhe overall approach of thas study was o collect mtormation from a number of
sources ona wide variety of sues Fable Y presents a summary oi ific data soutces, instru
mentation, and samples used i thas study - From all of thas itormation ., a neh set of data

sources s generated whieh can tead o a comprehensinve view of the DRR1 traming program




Table 2 .

Summary of Data Collection

Data Source Iype of Instrument  Time Period _ Number
Army Students 70-3 Class Survey Pre-Phase 10 Apnl 1976 K3
Interview Pre-Phase I Apul 1976 10
Suney Pre-Phase 11 May 1976 o
Interview Pre-Phase 11 May 1976 10
Survey Post-Phase T June 1976 69
Intcrview Post-Phase 11 June 1976 1\
|
Artmy Students 70-S Class Survey July 1976 20 ‘;
|
Survey September 1976 Lo |
DRRI Faculty Statt Survey September 1976 20 ‘
DRRI Graduate Followup Survey Lall 1976 S0

DRRI Graduates

Non-Europe Survey Spring 1970 RA
Non-Europe Group Interview Spring 1976 a8
Furope Survey Winter 1970 4N
Lurope Group Interview Winter 1976 48
Sentor Commanders Interview Spong 1976 SN
Company Commanders luterview Spring 1976 20
Unit Personnel Survey Spring 1976 073

Discussion Leaders Course
Graduates Interview Spring 1976 R

Discussion Leaders Course
Graduates Survey Spring 1976 AR

RR/LO Statt (Non-DRRI) Interview Spong 1976 4N ‘

RR T O Statt (Non-DRR1) Survey Sprng 1970 AN
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A Brief Review of Prior Reports
A number of prior evaluation research reports have been generated by DRRI
Three evaluation reports and two DRRI graduate/ commander field survey reports have
been published (see References). A chronology of major events at DRRI s included in the
evaluation reports, and theretfore, little description of such changes will be documented in
this report. Also, data are presented about student changes during traiming, student percep-
tions of training, and commander and DRRI graduate feedback about training. Although
there are some methodological limitations in the way data were collected and analy zed.,
the conclusions and recommendations are consistent throughout the reports and are, in
general, consistent with findings of this report. It is our impression from our visits to <
3
.
DRRI and field mstallations that these reports have not had a wide audience. This seems ¢
. - . . Ea
especially unfortunate, as the more critical issues confronting DRRI have been raised as 2
carly as December 1972, with the publication of Report 1.
~ . . . -
I'he major conclusions and recommendations from this series of reports can be |
summarized.
e  Feedback from students tends to be overwhelmingly positive about
nearly all aspects of DRRI training. Both subjective perceptions of
the quality of training components and pre-post assessments of trainee
attitudes and perceptions consistently document the positive impact
and change on DRRI trainees. Also, followup surveys to DRRI gradu-
ates and field commanders confirm the positive perceptions about the
value of DRRI training.
E
° Suggestions for curriculum changes have consistently tocused on two
suggestions, more non-black minority content and more reality-based
skills traming. DRRI has been responsive to the call for more material
on non-black munorities and has increased content on other mimority
populations, including blocks of instruction concerning anti-semitism,
the white working class, and sexism. The addition of the Phase 11
training component was designed to provide training in educational
techniques and other Service-unique areas. However, as the role of

the Army DRRI graduate has expanded bevond the wmstructaor role, ‘
the demand for more skills training, rather than awareness or cognitive ;
content, has increased and is likely to continue to do so.




i
|
i

In line with the request for more practical, skills training. carlier
reports suggested that graduates be given more concrete indications
of support after graduation in the form of refresher courses and
frequent, regular feedback. Current data from graduates in the field
demonstrates that this need for followup activities still exists. Very
few graduates reported having any contact with DRRI subsequent
to graduation, and a  common request during group interviews with
graduates was for refresher courses to bring them up to date on new
programs and materials, Many reported they had a need to share
ditficulties with other professional colleagues, a process which would
enhance problem-solving activities and help reduce feelings of isola-
tion and “burnout.” The quarterly newsletter recently published
by DRRI should be useful in facilitating communication among
graduates.

Ihe uality of instructors employed at DRRI as lecturers and small
group leaders has been perceved consistently high and has been seen
as one of the most positive aspects of DRR1. However, there has
been some coheern about the lack of on-the-job experience of faculty.
An early report recommended at a minimum that all faculty be DRRI
graduates. A recent faculty survey found that only 37 percent of
those faculty members responding had attended both phases of DRRI.
Further, 37 percent had never worked in the field as a race relations
instructor, and 53 percent had never worked in the field in the role of
an equal opportunity staff member. For 32 percent, DRRI was their
first experience teaching courses in the RR/FO area.

I'he quality of students has consistently been a controversial issue in
the chronology of DRRI. The first evaluation report recommended
greater quality control in the selection of students. This study has

found that the processes that determine who is selected to attend DRRI
and who is allowed to comple e training based on graduation criteria are

more stringent. however, these actions were taken in the absence of
performance criteria. Thus, higher qualification scores might be unre-
lated or negatively refated to RR/EO job performance.

These recommendations from prior reports are important, for they toreshadow the
important findings of the current study. [t is hoped that the recommendations of this report
receive more attention than those of past reports. Perhaps the most important recommenda-
tion s to develop a mechanism to ensure the dissemination of findings and that some needed

actions are finally taken.
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Organization of This Report

Following this chapter which presented the background and objectives of the
study and a description of the study methodology, the findings of the study will be pre-
sented. In Chapter Il is a description of the jobs of DRRI graduates. In Chapter Hl (s a
description and analysis of the training of Army personnel during both phases of DRRI
training, with particular emphasis on how well the training meets the on-the-job require-
ments of graduates. Conclusions and implications of these findings are presented and

discussed in Chapter 1V.

This report is addressed to policy makers at DRRI and in the Army. Data

analyses which are too detailed or technical in nature have been placed in the appendix.
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CHAPTER 11

THE JOB OF THE ARMY DRRI GRADUATE

I'he primary mission of DRRI since its inception has been ““to conduct training
for Armed Forces personnel designated as instructors in race relations. . . " (DRRI, 1976).
In 1974, the mission was expanded to include **. . . to conduct training for Army and Navy
personnel designated as equal opportunity /human resources management specialists” (DRRI,
1976). The primary objectives of the Phase I/Phase 11 program emphasize knowledge, under-
standing. teaching techniques, and group skills - all of which focus on the assumed future role
of the DRRI graduate . 1.¢.. to be a race relations instructor. Certainly students at DRRI think
they are being trained to be mstructors. I'wenty-five percent of the 1976-3 ¢lass, at the end
of their Phase I1 training. expected to spend almost all of their time in their future RR/EO
job as an instructor. Fifty-five percent of the class felt that they would spend at least one-
half of their time providing instruction. The faculty at DRRI are generally in agreement with
this prediction of future job role, for 44 percent did expect students to spend at least one-half

of their time as instructors.

Students depart from DRRI under the impression that they will return to their
installations with new skills as instructors in race relations. The value of their training at
DRRU is in a large part dependent on the opportunity of graduates to use these new skills as
a race relations instructor and to serve in an instructor role. No matter how well DRRI may
train personnel to become instructors, the training is only effective if it meets the graduates’

job needs:ie.. if graduates pertorm the tasks they were trained to do at DRRI.
Procedure

The description of the job of the Army DRRI graduate is based on two types of
data collection efforts. In the first. samples of DRRI graduates in RR/FO positions at each
of ten Army installations were interviewed in small groups, and each graduate also completed

a written survey. The second major data collection effort was a followup survey sent by mail

to Army graduates of DRR!.
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Samples of Graduates

Field Visits
Sex:
Race:

Age:

Pay Grade:

Years of Service:

Education:

93 percent male; 7 percent female.
57 percent black: 32 percent white; 11 percent “other.

4 percent, age 23 or less: 45 percent, age 24-29; and
43 percent, age 30-39.

54 percent, E6 or below; 23 percent, E7-E9; and
22 percent, O1-03.

12 percent, 1-3 years: 37 percent, 4-9 years; 44 percent,
10-20 years; and 6 percent, 20 or more years.

16 percent, high school or less: S7 percent, some college .
13 percent, college degree: and 1S percent more than
college degree.

Generally, DRRI graduates in the field-visit sample tended to be non-white, middie

enlisted grade personnel. Small percentages were either inexperienced (12 percent had three

years or less in the Army), or quite experienced (6 percent had more than 20 years in and

were Grade E8-E9). This sample tends to be less white and includes fewer officers than the

total population trained at DRRI, which probably retlects a trend for non-white and enlisted

personnel to remain in the RR/EO career ficld subsequent to DRRI training, as compared to

white and officer personnel.

Followup Survey

Pay Grade:

96 percent male . 4 percent female.
48 percent black: 40 percent white; 12 percent “other.”

2 percent, age 23 or less; 36 percent, age 24-29 and
SO percent, age 30-39.

34 percent, E6 or below; 29 percent, E7-E9; 30 percent,
01-03; 6 percent, more than O3,

18




Years ot Service I3 percent, 0-4 years: 28 percent, 5-9 years; 24 percent,
10-14 years; 28 percent, 15-19 years: 8 percent, 20 or
MOTe years.

Education 14 percent, high school or fess; 47 percent, some college
12 percent, college degree; 27 percent, more than college
degree.

These descriptive statisties should be seen as describing this sample rather than the
population of Army DRRI graduates. This sample, as would be expected, is slightly older
and higher ranked than the DRRI class profiles. There are also proportionately fewer females
and whites Level of education is somewhat higher than class profiles and confirms the high
value placed on education by graduates. Sixty-nine percent of the graduates have had other
traming courses dealing with RR/EO. other than at DRRI, and 79 percent have had other
courses dealing with instructional/ teaching techniques. Since leaving DRRI, 75 percent of

the graduates have taken additional formal education.

Job Description of DRRI Graduates

In general, graduates described their job in terms of two types of roles: monitor-
ing the race relations instruction program and advising the commander by reviewing instal-
lation racial statistics and complaints. At each installation, graduates were responsible for
monitoring the RAP training conducted in their units. Usually this was accomplished by
review ing and compiling the seminar reports sent (o them by all the units in their own com-
mand structure. Monitoring was also sometimes done in person, where graduates would make
regularly -scheduled and/or unannounced visits to seminars in their units. Results from moni-
toring were then usually summarized and furnished to higher level commanders. Graduates
at a few posts also provided some consultation to chain-of-command personnel who con-
ducted the RAP training, usually in the form of sharing lesson plans and other educational

materials or coordinatimg seminar schedules throughout the units in the command.

Fhe defimition of the advisor to the commander role tended to vary considerably
as a tunction ot installation and organizational level. The advisor role was composed of

mvestigating complaints, counseling individuals, and collecting and maintaining statistics
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relevant to the installation racial chmate. These tasks tended to occur somewhat infrequently
but were quite time consuming. Investigations of racial complaints often become complicated

and may require extensive field work.

Task Analysis

In order to provide a more specific definition ot the job of the graduate, a detailed
task analysis was done. Each graduate in the followup survey was asked to indicate how
often he/she pertormed each of 35 tasks. The responses were factor analyzed in order to
identify clusters or groups of tasks that could be used to provide specific descriptions of
graduate roles. The technical results of the tactor analysis and the list of tasks that belong

to each factor are presented in the appendix.

Four meaningful factors or clusters of tasks emerged from the factor analysis.
Factor | represents the Equal Opportunity Staff (EOS) function associated with the RR/EO
program. It includes counseling, investigation, and advocacy types of tasks. Tasks reportedly
done most often are:
® counseling individuals or groups;

exploring indicators of racial unrest: and
° recommending methods for correcting discriminatory

practices.
Tasks in this factor done least frequently are:

e  appearing at functions to generate support:

maintaining liaison with civic action agencies: and

e seeking cooperation and participation from the
surrounding civilian community.

Factor 2 is composed of Race Relations Instructor (RRI) tasks. It includes both
preparation and conducting tasks. There are many fewer tasks in this tactor than in the FOS

factor, but tasks in this factor tend to be accomplished more tfrequently.

Most graduates did serve in some type of instructor role. although they were not

usually directly involved in RAP training for unit personnel. Only two percent stated that

they usually conducted RAP training. Instructional duties tend to be to train local




discusston leaders, to provide RAP Lty pe traming to new artivals at the wmstallation, or (o
respond to specul requests, ¢.go, give a talk at a commumty 2roup or provide a seminar to a
focal correctional tacihity. Forty-three percent of the graduates spend one-fourth or less of

ther time providing any type of race relations instruction

Army DRRI graduates in Furope tend to provide more race relations instruction
than do graduates stationed at installations in the United States. However, almost all unit
or RAP training is provided by company commanders or other chain-ot-command personnel,
not by DRRI graduates, who are more hikely to provide community-level instruction for in-
coming personnel. About one-third of the Army DRRI graduates in Furope spend one-

quarter or less ot thar job time providing race relations instruction,

I'he decrease in the amount of tume spent as a race relations istructor is turther
dramatized by comparing current findings to the results of carlier DRRI graduate field
surveys.  Table 2 iflustrates the percentage of graduates who spend various proportions of
therr time providing race relations instruction. Clearly, the utilization of graduates as instruc-
tors has been drastically modified. Whereas the vast majority of graduates used to spend
most of their time as instructors, in 1976, only one out of ten graduates spends all or almost

all of hus time providing race relations instruction.

Table 3

Proportion of Graduates™ Time Providing
Race Relations Instruction

Proportion of Job Time Classes 73-3 1976 Graduate
Providing RR Instruction First 6 Classes Through 74-1 Field Survey
Full-Time 71 o8 10
Halt-Time 14 13 27
One-Quarter Time S 11 20

Less than One-Quarter
Fime i h 43




The third factor is composed of tasks which specity contact with commanders or
senior officers and s called Command Consultation (CC). Ttems in this factor have a lower
mean frequency, suggesting they are done fess often than other types of tasks. However,
other survey and field data have emphasized the enitical importance of command support,
so that while these types of CC tasks may be performed less frequently, they may also be

the most important ot all the job tasks.

Factor 4 is called Program Coordmation (PC) and reflects coordinating and
scheduling tasks. Field data discussed earlier pointed out that such scheduling tasks are also
a part of the overall race relations struction monitonng role of graduates. PC tasks tend

to be done more often than other types of tasks.

These task factors are closely associated with cach other, indicating an mteraction

among all types of tasks, Graduates who perform one set of tasks more, also tend to pertorm
all tasks more often. However, correlations among task factors are lowest with the RR1 tactor,
reinforcing our hy pothesis of two major job roles: one consisting of monitormg, scheduling,
and occasionally assisting in the installation race relations instruction program, and an advisory
role defined by equal opportunity statt functions and consultation to the command structure.

The PC task factor includes tasks in both roles.

Job Time Spent on Specific Tasks

In addition to wdentifying the types of tasks done by graduates, analyses were done
to assess how graduates spend their job time. Each of the graduates on the tollowup survey
was asked to indicate how much of their job time was spent in performing each ot several
specific tasks. The distribution of the percentage ot graduates who devote time to cach of
these types of tasks is tllustrated in Table 4. For example. S1.1 percent of the graduates
spend 0-9 percent of their overall job time i the preparation of materials for race relations
instruction. Only 3 percent of the graduates devote 70 percent or more of thew job time to
this task. Examining the distribution of how graduates spend their 1ob time.at seems that
relatively few graduates mvest all or even most of thetr job time i any one type of task
Rather, graduates account tor their job time through the performance of several ditferent

types of tasks. The two types of tasks that more graduates spend more of their time i are
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admmistrative and supenvisory duties and non-RR/EO military duties, which may be com-

ponents of any military job regardless of its nature. An exanunation of the distribution of

time spent by task generally indicates no apparent pattern or set of patterns, except to con-

tirm the fact that tew graduates spend even one-halt of their time providing race relations

mstruction.

Table 4

Percentage of Job Time Spent by Graduates
in Each Type of Task

(N=519)
Percent of Graduates Spending Different
Percent of Total Job Time
Percent of Total Job Time on Task
Type of Task 09 |10-19% | 20497 | 50-69% |70% or More
Preparation of materials, lesson plans, etc.,
for race relations instruction. ST 279 14.6 3.5 3.0
Conducting race relations workshops/
instruction for unit personnel. 58.0 18.1 13.3 5.7 4.8
Assisting chain of command personnel in
conducting race relations instruction for
unit personnel. 60.5 235 10.6 2.7 2o
Conducting training courses for personnel
who work or will work in RR/EQ roles 724 6.2 T3 1.4 2
Counscling individuals about RR/EO
matters. 58.2 20.6 R s 2.1
Investigating individual RR/EO complaints | 61.5 23.5 12.1 1.4 li. 2
Collecting and reporting information about
the racial climate on the installation. 62.6 24.5 8.9 I 2.3
Administrative and supervisory duties. 439 | 21.2 8.1 9.2
Drug/alcohol abuse programs. 92.1 4.8 1.6 8 8
Non-RR/EO military duties. 59.5 14.3 9.8 23 14.1




B —

Task Importance

Graduates were also asked to rate each of these same tasks in terms of how im-
portant each is to the successtul completion of their overall job. The importance ratings
are generally high for all types of tasks, although the ratings tend to be shghtly higher for
the equal opportunity type tasks, those tound on the EOS task tactor, than for those tasks

mvolved with providing race relations instruction, the RRI task tactor. The two most im-

T

portant tasks are counseling individuals about RR/EO matters and investigating or making
nquiries about individual RR/EO complaints. The two least important tusks are non-RR FO
duties and admunistrative and supervisory duties. Graduates tend to spend less time aecomp-
lishing those tasks, EOS tasks, that they also perceive as most important; or at least, they

do not allocate their tume to tasks according to their ratings of task importance.

Allocation and Utilization of Graduates

T'he overall deployment and utihization of graduates seems to be an important
consideration. In the organizational change hiterature, much has been written about the
most appropriate type of position, organizational level, and hierarchical location tor person-
nel who serve as consultants, evaluators, or factlitators. In the main, few universal guidelines
are availav.e to use in allocating those types of personnel, but at a minimum it seems useful
to describe how they are allocated. Table 5 describes the allocation pattern of graduates
with respect to position, organizational level, and reporting level; i.e., to whom the

graduate directly reports.

Examining the distribution of graduates by position, graduates are found at all
of those positions, in spite of the fact that the first six positions were designed by members
of other military services to designate RR/EO titles only for non-Army DRRI graduates.
Army graduates (29.5 percent) labeled themselves with position titles tormally used by
other military services. Furthermore, almost 20 percent called themselves something other
than any of the position options available. While some installations have changed their
designations to reflect a more broad human relations approach rather than culhsivclp race

relations, the fack ot uniformity and consistency in position designations scems to retlect

the confusion that charactenzes the Army RR/EO program.
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Table §

Position, Organizational Level and Reporting Level
of Army DRRI Graduates

Position

FOSO  Statt Officer

FOPS  Program Specialist

1O Assistant

Human Relations Officer

Human Relations NCO

Human Relations Facilitator

Race Relations/Equal Opportunity Otlicer

Race Relations/Equal Opportunity Specialist

Race Relations/Fqual Opportunity Sergeant

Race Relations/Equal Opportunity Senior Sergeant

Other

Organizational Level

Major Command
Post/Installation/Community
Corps

Division

Brigade/Regiment

Separate Battalion/ Group

Othes

Reporting Level

Commanding Officer
G1/DPCA

G3/S3 Traming,

Director of Human Resources
Social Actions Officer
RR/EO Officer

Chiet of Staft

Executive Officer

Other

Percent of

Graduates

23

Al

.0
6.2
10.8
9.4
139
5.0
15.8
16.2

19.6

9.4
34.0

S
L]

to
‘ae

8.1

18.4

20.8

9.2




With respect to orpanizational level, arge groups of graduates are at the post
mstallation community and brgade regunent level  About eighteen percent reported that
they were at an organizational level other than any histed  Graduates hsted a vanety ot
reporting levels, although a large group reported directly either o the commandmg othicer

or to the RR O otticer

There also tends to be a relationship between the position of a praduate and to
whom he or she reports. For example, graduates in RR O otticer ty pe posttions tend (o
report most often to one of the commander's stalt ofhicers, while praduates mother tvpes
of positions most often repott to the command RR FO oftticer Examuming organizational
level, it seenms that g;mlu.‘ncs at the major command level seldom report directly to the
commanghing ofticer and those at the installation level are more hikely (o report (o the
RR/EO officer. Graduates who work at levels below the installation command report about
equally often to commanders, statt othicers, and RR/EO ofticers. There also s arelation
ship between organmizational level and position There are mote RREPO NCO specralints at

cach command level, and tacihtators tend to be located at the imstallation level command

Analysis was also done (o compare poseto aod argaeesational level wath race
Only blacks and whites are included i thus analysis onaccount of the small numbers ot
praduates of other races avatlable. In an analogous manner, the number of temales i the
survey sample is too small to permut an analysis of sex by these utdization descoptors the
distribution of graduates across positions s quite difterent by race  Almost three tourths
of the blacks are in the RR/EO NCO speciabist posttion, and almost one halt of the whites
are in the RR/EQ officer position. Factlitators tend to be more often black, although the

number is quite small. Race does not at all appear to be related to organizational level

The vanous ways (o descuibe the allocation and utihzation of graduates seem o
be related to cach other and suggest that the role of the graduate s related to the type ol
position, the location of the posttion, and perhaps the role of the person repotted o Also,
it would seem that the spectfic tasks of the graduate nught vary as a tunction ot these same
utilization descriptors Graduates at ditferent levels or positions mght be expected to do

more or fess of vanous types of tasks A amvestigation of this hy pothesis s shown i an

kIl




analysis e Fable o For cach type of position and orgamization level, the mean task tacton

scores dare presented  Fhe hagher the score, the more often the task 1s performed.

Table 6

Task Factor Scores by
Position and Organizational Level

Task Factor  Scores

___ Position N EOS RRI CcC PC
RR /O Officer 102 419 15.9 12.1 1.6
RR EO NCO or Speciahist 234 448 16.5 11.2 1.1
Facilitaton 40 37.4 16.7 NS 9.2

Organization Level

Major Command 40 40.0 16.4 10.4 10.3
Installation L evel Command 189 45.7 17.0 11.0 |51 38|
Below Installation 1 evel Command 147 409 155 1.6 111

In Table 0. the most apparent trend s for facilitators to perform most job tasks
less often, with the exception ol the RRI type of task. This is especially the case tor con
* sultation and coordination tasks. Officers most frequently are involved with CC and PC tasks
With respect to orgamizational level, graduates who work at the major command level have
lower task scores tor most tasks. Graduates who are located at the mstallation fevel com

mand have higher FOS scores and shightly higher RRI1 scores, while those at lower organiza

tional levels have shghtly higher CC scores.

In addition, the tasks of graduates vary not only by position or location, but also
by the mteraction of position and tocation. For example, while NCO's say they perform
some tasks more trequently than graduates i other positions, the officer position at the
major comnund level has higher task scores than graduates in other positions, Task frequency
tor facthitators 1s low regardless of command level for all tasks except istructional tasks.
Officers report that they perform consultation and coordination tasks more often, although

not consistently across all command levels




A similar analysis was done substituting importance of task tor trequency of task,
and task importance was found 1o vary as a function of posttion, organizational level, and
their mteraction. Phe imphication is that graduates will probably have somewhat ditterent
1ob desceriptions based on where they are used . For example, graduates m the RR 1O
otticer type of poasition tend (o perform statt and mstructional tasks most often it the
work at a major command level However, graduates i the same type of position perform
consultation and coordination tasks most often it they are focated at the below installation
level command position. NCO's at the installation level command have hagh scores i all task
scores, including a hugher RRI score than those m tacihitatos posttions at that command level
Ihe very low CC scores tor tacilitators reinforee the low command prionity atforded race
relations mstruction programs. for evidently those in tacihitator posttions have low trequency

contact with the commander

Has evadent that all graduates do not pertoria the same way . The job description
and frequency of job tasks varies by organizational parameters, so that it does not appeat
useful to conceptuahize the DRRI praduate or RRFO job as a unitary role, as only one job
There is probably not one set of tasks that defines /ic RR EFO job 1t will be more effective
(0 generate a task analysis maodel i which these 1s one set of core skitls and tasks common
to all RR/EO personnel and another set of job tasks which are detined by the posttion and
organmizational level of RR/EO personnel. Tnan analogous fashion. it may not be appropruate
to conceptuahize the traming of personnel i a unitary tashion, for vary g job roles and tasks
call for different trainimg needs. A more job-relevant trating mode! would generate a core
set of training modules tor all trainees corresponding to those skills required by all RR 1O
personnel. Additional sets of modules would be developed for trainees, based on their extent
of prior RR/FO experience and the organizational level and RR 'EO posttion of their tuture

assignment.

Job Performance

In terms of performance of the graduates, hittle mformation of svstematie nature
15 available 1o assess the quality of graduate performance. Pror studies done Iy DRRI sup

gest that commanders tend (o positively assess the pertormance ot praduates of DRRI




Graduates themselves were asked to rate their own performance on a scale of one to nine,
with one being the worst performer. five being average. and nine being the best performer.
Most graduates rated themselves as substantially above average as a race relations instructor,
;r O statt member, and overall RR/EFO staft member. For each type of role. over 65 percent
i rated themselves as erther an eight or a nine, with a mean rating of almost eight on cach

dimension

Commanders at the battahon and brigade levels were asked to assess the perfor-
mance of thewr graduates. Most ot them did not teel that they had sufficient contact with
any DRRI graduates in their command to assess their performance, although those com-
manders who could rate performance made a positive rating. Company commanders also
could not provide much mdication ot DRRI graduate performance. The lack of command
tamiliarity with the performance of DRRI graduates in their command reinforces other
comments about the lack of command support and perhaps confirms other findings which

point to the low priority of RR/EO programs in general (Hiett and Nordhe, 1976).

Other RR/EO personnel who were not trained at DRRI but work part- or full-
time inan RR/EO capacity were asked to rate the performance level of DRRI graduates as

compared to non-DRRI trained RR/EO personnel. Seventy-six percent of the non-DRRI

tramed, full-time RR/EO personnel felt that DRRI graduates were more effective in race
relations mstruction tasks, and 65 percent said they were more effective in RR/EQ staff
work . At one installation, the opinion was expressed that DRRI graduates lacked objectivity
and flexibility . and have a ““bad image.” in terms of their competency to do their job. At a
few instatlations, some RR/EO personnel felt that DRRI graduates did not receive enough
practical experience training and were not able, torexample, to set up a complaint processin:

program.

In addition to full-time, non-DRRI trained RR/EO personnel, graduates of instal-
lation Discussion Leaders Courses (DLC) were asked about DRRI graduate performance.

Generally. graduates from DLC work part-time as race relations instructors tfor unit seminars.

Often the DLC graduate is taught by DRRI graduates, and DRRI graduates have contact with
th DLC graduates in their race relations instruction monitoring role. Most of those respond-
ing felt that DRRI graduates are more effective than non-DRRI1 trained personnel for RR/EO

mstruction and statt work. Fighty-seven percent behieved that DRRI graduates were more




eftective than non-graduates in instructional tasks, and 77 percent said that DRRI graduates

were more effective in terms of EO staff work.

RR/EO personnel in Europe had somewhat less positive perceptions of DRRI
graduate performance than RR/EO personnel in CONUS. Sixty percent of the full-time,
non-DRRI trained RR/EO personnel believed that the DRRI graduate was a more effective
race relations instructor, and 40 percent believed that the DRRI graduate was a more effec-
tive EO staff person. Only 47 percent of the graduates of the race relations instructor school
in Europe thought the DRRI graduates were more effective race relations instructors than

non-DRRI trained race relations instructors.

The performance ratings of all respondents of graduate performance are generally
quite favorable in comparison to non-DRRI graduates. RR/EO personnel, who would be
expected to be in a position to assess graduate performance, generally see those with DRRI
training as more effective. The percentage endorsing DRRI graduates decreases when assess-
ing performance as an EQ staft member. This appears reasonable, since graduates received

training primarily aimed at making them instructors,

In addition to assessing ratings of performance, analyses were done to identify
the relationships between graduate performance and demographic and organizational
variables. A correlation matrix was run to determine if there were associations between
characteristics of graduates and characteristics of performance. With respect to association
with frequency of tasks performed, correlations between task scales and other variables tend
to be somewhat low, although a few associational patterns tend to emerge. EOS tasks are
performed more often by personnel who tend to be:

e older:
® non-white;
o less educated; and
e lower ranked.
Relationships with other task factors are in the same direction, although quite low. Those
who perform EOS tasks more frequently also seem to be:
o more satisfied with their job;
® perceive more positive effects from the installation race

relations instruction program; and
@ perceive less “burnout” among other race relations instructors.
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Simlar correctional patterns appear with the CC factor, which reinforces the recurrent theme
throughout this report about the importance of command support to the DRRI graduate and

the RR/EO program.

Job Satistaction

In terms of job satistaction, trom the field survey, 47 percent stated that they
were satisfied or very satisfied with their job, as opposed to 33 percent who were dissatisfied
or very dissatisfied. On the followup survey, there was considerably more job satisfaction
among graduates. Seventy-two percent were satisfied and 19 percent were dissatisfied with
their job. The difference between the levels of job satistaction in the two samples of graduates
is probably associated with the low response rate and resultant response bias on the fo'lowup

survey. In the field visits, all graduates at each installation were surveyed.
Generally, graduates who are more satisfied with their jobs tend to:

have more positive career intentions;

perform RR/EO tasks more frequently;

perceive more command support;

perceive a more effective race relations instruction

program: and
e perceive less “*burnout.”

Since all graduates were trained to be race relations instructors and most expected
to be in an instructor role, the dissatisfaction may reflect the unmet expectations to have
opportunities to provide the services for which they were trained. It may also reflect the
difficulties associated with working in a controversial area with little program support {rom
cither command or unit personnel. Data collected in another study also tended to be similar
to the field survey data in identifying substantial job dissatisfaction among RR/EQO personnel
and in pointing out the high level of trustration related to job performance (Hiett and Nordlic.

1976).

Graduates were also asked to indicate their career intentions on the followup sur-
vey. Sixty-three percent stated that at the current time, they intended to stay in the Army
for a total of at least 20 years. Graduates with career intentions tended to be older, non-

white, less educated, and have more satisfaction with their job,

.o ars

e T g

AT - P o B n P



Ty

Burnout

The phenomenon of “burnout™ is not uncommon in human service positions
and generally refers to the negative effects of stress or performance inherent in jobs that
required prolonged periods of high pressure and high intensity interpersonal contact.
Graduates in the field remarked that “burnout™ used to be associated with providing emo-
tional, intense race relations instruction at a high frequency with little time between instruc-
tion sessions.  As a result, instructors became “drained” and “burnt out.” and quahity of
performance decreased. Since instructor responsibilities have decreased, “burnout’ at **»
current time is perceived as the product of extreme frustration in attempts “to get something
done.” Some graduates pointed out the stress caused by being in a position where there is
high visibility but little command support and sparse support from unit personnel. Thus,
“burnout™ seems to result from a combination of graduates’ frustration at this lack of success
in “changing the system,” and their sense of isolation in working for a program that is not

strongly supported by command or unit personnel.

Estimates of the existence of “burnout” vary for graduates. When asked to estimate
the percentage of race relations instructors they had known who had experienced “burnout.”
about one-half of the graduates indicated that less than ten percent of instructors they had
known had experienced it. However, another one-third of the graduates believed that 23
percent of the instructors they had known had telt “burnout.” Seventy percent of the
graduates thought that commanders were “seldom™ or “almost never”™ aware of “burnout.”

Graduates who perceived more “burnout™ tended to be:

younger;

white;

higher ranked

higher educated:

have less positive career intentions;
perform tasks less frequently

be less satisfied with their job;

have less command support; and

perceive negative effects on their mulitary
career trom their RR/EQO involvement.




Perceptions of the Consequences of DRRI

and RR EO Involvement

One of the potental consequences of working in o controversial program is that

perceptions of an individual’s owan performance may be affected, positively or negatively,

by the pereeptions of the performance of the overall program. Graduates were asked to

mdicate thew perception of personal consequences as a result of their DRRI and RR 'FO

experiences. Data from the tollowup survey is presented i Table 7,

Table 7

Graduate Perceptions of Consequences of
DRRI and RR/EQO Involvement

DRRI expenence and mtention to
stav i the mihitary

DRRI attendance and eftect on
military career

DRRI attendance and attitude
toward the mihitary

RR/EQ wmvolvement and effect
on military carect

RR FO involvement and attitude
toward the nulitary

(N = 519)
Very Positive | Neither Positive | Very Negative ~|M€\§l::\\':f3:|l":ﬂ
or Positive | Nor Negative or Negative (s - Very Negative)
291 (SR 7.2 208
59.0 225 17.9 2.28
473 303 134 249
S0.6 224 208 Y 50
484 RAE 130 247

The majority of graduates perceive positive and neutral consequences. and a small

group of respondents have negative views on the effects of the DRRI and RR'EQO expertences

I'he highest percentage of negative consequences occurs on the effects of RREO involvement

on a graduate’s military career, a consistent finding across groups of respondents in the study

DRRI is perceived by some as self-enhancimg in a personal growth sense and in terms of leader

ship attributes. However, RR/EO expenience s stimply not perceived by some as carcer enhanc-

ing, a tinding not surpnsing in hght ot the history of the RR EFO program in the Army. Data
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from interviews at installations were similar to the data from the followup survey, although
slightly higher percentages of graduates had both more positive and more negative beliefs

about the results of being at DRRI and being in the RR/EO program.

The perceptions of consequences are correlated across types of consequences,
and they are correlated with race, rank, and education. More negative eftects tend to be

perceived by graduates who are:

e white.

e higher educated;

e higher ranked;

e have more negative career intentions;
@ have less command support; and

® perceive more “burnout

As a gestalt, the set of analyses concerning job performance and job climate tends
to point to a set of characteristics that defines the DRRI graduate who is more satistied with
' his job. Generally, the graduate tends to be:
| ® younger;
o non-white;
® lower ranked;

e lower educated; and
; ® positive about career intentions.

Thz more satisfied graduate also tends to perform job tasks more frequently, particularly equal

opportunity and command consultative tasks, and has more support from his commander.

Perception of RR/EO Problems

A more thorough understanding of the job of the graduate is provided by exam-
) ining his/her perceptions of problems and strategies to eliminate discrimination. The mean
ratings of how serious various types of problems are at the graduates” installations are pre-
sented in Table 8. Higher scores represent more serious problems with the installation race
relations instruction program. From the table, the more serious problems are apparent and

generally confirm our perceptions gained during the site visits. Each of the more serious

™




problems retlects one of the dimensions of command support that graduates had defined as
what they needed trom therr command structure
presence and visibility |

FCsSources.

avarlability and access: and

enforcement of gutdelines and regulations.

Table 8

Problems of Race Relations Instruction Programs
and Strategies to Eliminate Discrimination

Mean Rating of Problem

_ Poobem L -
Senior NCO'S and ofticers are not participating. RN

Lack of command support 2.92

Getting new maternials and resources. 2.88

\ttendance requirements are not entoreed. 2.81

Instruction periods are too short. 2.23

Instructors or discussion leaders are not well tramned. RS

Instruction is held too mfrequently Zigi

Group participation s not en<ouraged 1.93

Mean Rating of Effectiveness

(1 = Very Inefl” *ctive)

o r S"’ait: oS prkn (5 = Very Eftective)

Increased command support 4.72

Fougher EO compliance monitoring 4.39

Iighter FO regulations. 410

More race relations insiruction R ‘
More pressure from minority groups. 3.24

I'he most serious problems in race relations instruction perceived by graduates are

the lack of participation by senior NCO's and ofticers, the lack of command support, (he

e ——
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tatlure to entorce attendance requirements, and the ditticulties related to getting new
materials and resources. The last-mentioned problem s one that has particular relevance

to DRRI, tor many graduates during the site visits complained about the tatlure ot DRRI

to supply them with new maternals and resources. In some cases, lesson plans and other
instruc tonal matenals were outdated and had become redundant to personnel who sutfered
through the same lesson plan many times betore. As the mission of DRRI includes the
development of educational curricula and the dissemination ot matenals throughout the
military services, graduates’ perceptions about the Lack of educational materials assumes

greater prionty as a statement about the impact ot DRRIL

The ratings of the effectiveness of the strategies to eliminate racism and discrimina-
tion are also presented in Table 8 and continue to reinforee the vital importance ot the rela-
tionship with the commander. Increased command support s perceved as e most ettective
strategy, followed by tougher FO compliance monitoring, which is also a strategy that re-
quires the support and cooperation of the commander. Other approaches which do not
require command involvement are seen as less eftective. Tharty percent of the graduates did
not see more race relations instruction as either a very eftective ™ or “effective ™ strategy .
which seems quite substantial for a group of personnel whose main role and set ot compe-

tencies in the past had been as a race relations structor.

It is important, then, that given the clearly emerging importance of the commandet
n the performance of the DRRI graduate that, when usked to indicate how important various
indicators were in determining the quality ot race relations at an installation, the commander's

opmion was seen as the least important in the tollowing set ot indicators.

Mean Rating of lmportance
(1 Very Unimportant)

Indicator (5 Verny Important)

| Number of racial mcidents 442
2. Opintons as expressed in race relations

seminars. 435
3. Proportions of promotions and disciplinary

actions given to minorities 4.35
4. bExastence of racual polarization. 410
S, Commander’s opinion 380
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While the opmion of the commander is perceived as important, it is seen as the least

mportant imdicator compared to the others that are hsted. Certainly many commaniders do
not have the awareness of the manitestations of racism and have not been trained to wdentify
the more subtie forms of discrimination. Thus, their opinion may not necessarily acourately
reflect the racial chimate. However, strategies to elimimate racism which do not tully involve
the opimion of the person who allocates the resources: the person whose support, it nas been
seen . as absolutely essential i accomphshing a successful program, seens programmed to fail
[he tact that “the number of racial incidents™ 1s perceived as the most important indicator

of the racial climate virtually guarantees a program of limited success.
Higher and Lower Quality Race Relations Programs

A final analysis done with the survey data trom graduates in the field was to com-
pare the responses of graduates who are both involved in programs that they perceive as
effective and who are at installations with more tavorably perceived racial climates to gradu-
ates who see their race refations programs and instattation racial climate as less positive. In
order to identify graduates with more positive perceptions, the responses to five separate

questions were utilized.

° In your opimion, how do the effects of current race relations
education efforts compare with those of previous vears in terms
of motivating personnel to desirable behavior in racial and
ethnic situations?

L] How do you teel race relations insticction has affected racial
and ethnic relations at your installation”

e In your opinion, how does your installation commander view
the effectiveness of race relations workshop/ instruction at your
installation?

e In your opinion, what is the general attitude of installation
personnel toward race relations instruction/ workshops or

seminars’

e In your experience, how do mosi participants rate the seminar
or workshop?

37
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The responses to these questions were substantially correlated, suggesting that all

SR - S~

of these items were assessing a similar dimension of race relations instruction program quality .

Responses by each graduate to these questions were totaled, and two groups of graduates were

wdentified. One group tended to answer each of the questions in a positive or tavorable way

pr=—

and represented higher quality race relations instruction programs. The other group responded
in a neutral or negative fashion to these questions to assess their program quahity and repre- '
sented lower quaitty programs and installations. The criteria tor the high quality group was
made somewhat stringent, so that the size of the higher quality group is substantially smaller : 8
than the lower quality group. The responses of each group on a variety of other questions

were compared in order to develop a profile of those characteristics that distinguish perceived

higher from lower quality programs.

It is important to note that the designations ot quality are based on subjective
perceptions of graduates rather than objective criteria. Also. more than one graduate may
be responding for any one installation, and installations may vary considerably by size,
type, etc. Nevertheless, this analysis 1s usetul in pointing out the characteristics of race
relations instruction that consistently distinguish the quality of the program. Table 9
displays those characteristics that are significantly different between the two groups of

graduates.

The characteristics that distinguish quality of race relations instruction are quite
supportive of prior analyses and add credence to the importance of command involvement.
Graduates were asked if they provided training to a series of groups, and those that provided
training to chain-of-command personnel and to a lesser extent to unit commanders in par-
ticular, also tended to have higher quality programs. Also. graduates were asked to indicate j
what percent of all race relations instruction was done by different potential instructor
personnel. As can be seen, in higher quality installations, more instruction is provided by
DRRI-trained personnel. Ratings of the seriousness of several problems distinguished groups.
but again command support appears to be the most important problem as related to program i
quality. When specifically asked how well the installation commander supports the race t

relations program, higher quality programs reported more command support.

In addition to reinforcing the conclusions concerning the commander, this analysis

also points out that the way sexism is integrated into the race relations instruction program
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Table 9
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Characteristics of Higher and Lower Quality
Installation Race Relations Programs

Higher Quality  Lower Quality
Characteristic Mean (N 157)  Mean (N = 325) Difference t-Value*

DRRI Graduates provide tiaming

for:
Command Team Training
Personnel (Yes = 1, No = ) |y 175 A8 345
Unitt Commanders 145 1.55 -.10 1 84

Percentage ot All RR Instiuciion
Provided by DRRI-Trained
Personnel 3D 473 K2 247

Percentage of Military Personnel

with Less than o Hours ot RR

Instruction (Higher nunibers mean

higher percentages) 3.74 337 37 244

Severity of Problems

Lack of Command Support 2.38 319 - 81 -0.12
Senror NCO's and Officers Are
J : Not Pat ticipating, 2.79 3.3% -S4 4.44
! < Instruction Peniods Are Too
Short YoR AR - 31 2.33

lnstruction s Hel' Too
Infrequently (67 218 -7 4.4

Attendance Requitements Are
Not Fntorced AR 3.03 64 417

- Group Participation 1s No

I'ncouraged 157 2.11 54 503
~Instructors or Discussion
1 caders Are Not Well Tramed .66 240 -4 §.95
Commuanders’ Support (Highet
numbers indicate more suppott). 440 3.79 ol S8
Sexism a Formal Part of RR/EO
! Program (Yes = 1, No = ) 1.0s (.15 10 - 3058
H
Frequency Sexism Brought into
i Discussion (Higher numbers indicate
highet frequency) 4.08 376 & RN

*AIlt-Values are statistically significant at the 08 level, except “unit commanders.™




seems umportant. Higher quality programs tend to include sexism as a formal part of race
relations instruction and also find sexism more frequently brought into discussions during
the instruction. This finding is not surprising given the increased attention to the minority
status of women, the increasing numbers of women in the Army, and the awareness that

discrimination is a phenomenon associated with minority status by race or by sex.

Although it is not presented in Table 9, this type of analysis also tended to
suggest a slight association between position, organizational level, and program quality.
Higher quality programs tended to have more graduates who labeled themselves to be in the
facilitator position and less in the RR/EQ officer position, and tended to have more graduates

at the installation level command and less below the installation level.

Summary

Information collected rrom Army DRRI graduates in the field installations indi-

cated that the job of the graduate consists of two major roles:

° Race Relations Instructor Role

° Command Advisor Role.

Examination of the specific tasks done by graduates revealed four specific roles or groups

of tasks:

e  Equal Opportunity Staff Tasks
° Race Relations Instruction Tasks
o Command Consultation Tasks

® Program Coordination Tasks.

Where graduates still have race relations instruction tasks, the amount of job time
devoted to these tasks has dramatically decreased over the past few years, and graduates
monitor, assist, or coordinate instruction, but spend little of their job time in the actual
conduct of race relations instruction for unit personnel. While graduates spend more of
their job time in administrative and instruction-related tasks, they rate EQS tasks as more

important.
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Army DRRI graduates are tound in a variety of RR/EO program positions, at

vanous organizational levels, reporting to different types of commanding officers. The

specehic job ot a graduate varies as a function of his/her position, organizational level, and

reporting level.

e r—————

Ratings of DRRI graduate pertormance are quite positive. Ratings as a race

relations instructor tend to be higher than ratings as an FO statt person.

k Assessiment of job satistaction and related variables shows that while most graduates
seem relatively satistied, a substantial percentage are dissatisfied with their job, see “burnout™
experienced among their colleagues, and perceive negative consequences from their DRR1 and

RR/FO mvolvement. The graduate with a more positive view about his overall job tended to

be: g
b

® younger; g

e non-white;

® lower ranked: 4

e lower educated. ;

Perceptions of the effectiveness of RR/EO programs are mixed, but the perceptions

about the importance of command support are highly consistent. Lack of command support $

is seen as the most serious problem at installations; increased command support is noted as

the most effective strategy to eliminate discrimination: and the amount of command support

given 1o a program is the strongest predictor of the quality of a race relations program.




CHAPTER 111

DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF DRRI TRAINING

tion of the Assistant

the DRRI are subjec

The emphasis in our

most important one.

FOR ARMY PERSONNEL

Overview of Training

The DRRI is a field activity of the Department of Defense and is under the direc-

Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Reserve Affairs. Operations of

t to policy guidance by the Race Relations Education Board of the

Department of Defense.

The mission of the DRRI is (DRRI, 1976):

to conduct training for DOD personnel designated-as
instructors in race relations;

develop doctrine and curricula in education for race
relations;

conduct research;
perform evaluation of program effectiveness; and

disseminate educational guidelines and materials for
utilization throughout the Armed Forces.

to conduct training for Army and Navy personnel desig-
nated as equal opportunity/human resources management

specialists.

study is on examining DRRI’s performance of its mission to conduct

training of race relations instructors, just as DRRI has emphasized this specific mission as its

The curriculum of DRRI-Phase I emphasizes the use of the small-group discussion
or seminar method as a means of exposing personnel to the differing racial and ethnic life styles
and concerns, opening communication channels among themselves, identifying intergroup

problems and sources of stress, and providing an arena where constructive recommendations

42




can be made to appropriate local commanders. As an expansion of the DRRI curriculum,

a tollow-on phase (Phase 1) commenced in September 1974, This second phase operates as
part of the DRRI, but the instruction is provided by personnel assigned by the individual
Services. Lhe mstruction in Phase 1 provides training in educational techmques and other
Service-unigue areas of instruction. Students receive instruction in small group discussion
leadership, specific Service policies and procedures, and special preparation required for carry-

ing out the unique race relations and cqual opportunity programs of the individual Service.

The Phase | program is five weeks with instruction in minority studics and behav-
oral sciences. The Phase 1l program length varies and immediately tollows the Phase | program.
At the current time, the Phase 1l program in the Army is five weeks in duration, although

higher ranking personnel may complete the course in less time.,

I'he Phase 1/Phase I program is designed to accomplish its mission by achieving six
primary objectives. The objectives are to provide all students attending the Institute with (DRRI,
1976 :

1. A knowledge of minority group history and the contributions of
minority groups to the development of our nation and the Armed

Forces.

2. A knowledge of selected psychological, social and cultural factors
relating to race relations to increase their understanding of the
social and behavioral dynamics related to intergroup tensions and
contlicts.

3. Racial and cthnic group experiences in various communities (o
increase thewr understanding of minority group culture and hte

styles.

4. The opportunity to develop teaching techniques and group skills
which will prepare them to lead discussion groups.

S.  The opportunity to become aware of current DOD, Service and
command equal opportunity and treatment policies and directives,
and their relationship to the need tor maintaining good order and
discipline.

6. The capability and judgment to work with their commanding
ofticers in determining the specific needs tor a race relations group
discussion program, and how best to employ the Detense Race
Relations Institute resources within that command.
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This description of DRRI training is a brief overview. More detailed descriptions
of specific course modules can be found in the Program of Instruction, and other informa-
tion relevant to a student’s experience is available in the Student Information Booklet
published by DRRI. Also, data about the organization of DRRI are found in the Organiza-
tion and Function Chart Book which is also published and available at DRRI1. No useful
purpose can be served by reproducing such information in this report, since it is easily avail-
able elsewhere and subject to periodic and administrative change. Detailed narrative descrip-

tions of the historical development of DRRI are also available in DRRI Evaluation Reports.

In this chapter, the perceptions of DRRI training of students, graduates, faculty
members, and Army personnel in the field are presented and synthesized in a descriptive
analysis of DRRI training. Detailed analyses were executed on the training experiences of
the 1976-3 Army class in terms of their self-perceptions of change and their changes in
relevant racial attitudes, knowledge, perceptions, and behavior. Also, data from DRRI faculty
members and graduates in the field is presented to provide a comprehensive view of DRRI

training with particular emphasis on the relationship of training to the job of the graduate.

Student Perceptions of DRRI Training

Phase 1
Assessment of Training

Prior studies of student assessment of Phase I training have consistentiy found quite
positive perceptions of training. Data from the 1976-3 class tend to confirm this positive level
of perceptions, for 89 percent rated Phase I as *‘satisfactory” or “‘very satisfactory’ in pre-
paring them for their future RR/EQO jobs. Ratings for various training components are pre-
sented in Table 10. As is evident, ratings for each component are very high with all ot the
separate components of DRRI training perceived quite favorably. The most tavorably rated
components are the inrer-city experience in Miami and the knowledge and presentation ot
instructors. The least highly rated components are the audio-visual aids, which were seen as

too old and not reflecting contemporary issues. This data is consistent with information
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Table 10
Phase 1: Student Ratings of Training Components
(N = 76)
Rating
Above Below Training Component
Excellent | Average | Average | Average | Unsatisfactory
54% 37% 7% 17 Presentation of instructors.
62% 307 1% 1% -- Knowledge of instructors.
S54% 26 17¢% 3% Handouts and other printed instruc-
tional materials.
479% 3% 199 19 1% Audiovisual aids.
S 34 13% 1% - - Lectures (in general).
57% Pl 15% SY% 1% Small Group Discussion (in general).
55% 26 1 7% 1% Minority studies.
S3% 32% 11% 4% 1% Individual and group behavior.
53% 30% 15% 3% -- Racism and ways to combat it.
76% b 1% 19 5% 1% Inner-city experience.

gathered during the interviews at the end of Phase 1. The inner city experience in particular

was seen as a very critical personal experience. For many, it was a shock, engendering strong

reactions of guilt and sudden awareness of the reality of discrimination, n.ore real and pe onal

than was ever communicated in the abstract thetoric of the classroom. Most felt that the

experience lorced them to look more seriously at themselves and their responsibilitics, and!

consequently they felt more involved in the rest of their Phase | training. A few interviewees

felt that such “shocking™ experiences were unnecessary.

Instructors were seen as very knowledgeable about their content areas and perhaps

more importantly for the students, they were seen as caring and devoted to the elimination

of discrimination. Some students complained that lectures were sometimes too long or that

a small group lcader didn’t handle a specific situation ve v« .

However, in general, the

mstructors were seen as one of the most positive aspects ot DRRI training.




Negative perceptions of Phase I included: long lectures; tight schedules: and lack
of time available to pursue some areas further. The criteria of performance at Phase | received
the most negative cnticism, particularly the academic tests which were seen as ambiguous,
too hard, or too easy. Some thought that tests were too academic and did not reflect one’'s
skills and abiliities to work in RR/EQ. Tests were seen by some as letting those who didn’t
“care” or who were really racist get through the training. Others saw tests as too casy. that

some students were “spoon-ted™ so that no one would flunk, and that fow quality academc

standards allowed low quality students to get through DRRI.

An independent evaluation of DRRI'S academic tests was done in 1975 and its
conclusions support students’ perceptions (Temp, 1975). DRRI tests were judged to be too
casy. but at the same time had some items which were too difficult. Very easy items were
seen as “tree points™ to students and led to a view ot tests as trivial. Other items related to
unimportant portions of the curriculum and were answered correctly by only a small pro-
porfion of students. Together, these characteristics may result in the reported student

dissatisfaction.

Table 11 reports the recommendations for changes in content areas tor future

classes. As in the past. students want more of every thing, although they particularly want

Table 11

Phase 1: Student Recommendations for Training Changes

(N =76)
Recommendations for Amount of Time
Much About the Much Training Area
More | More | Same Less | Less E i
0% | 33% | 26% 1% - - Individual and group behavior.
32% | 38% | 29% 1%] - - Ractsm and ways to combat i,
1% | 20% | 55% 129%) 3% Black studies.
15% | 34% | 47% 45%1 - - Latino studies.
28% | 429% | 30% -] -- American Indian studies.,
25% | 38% | 37% --1-- Asian American studies,
33% | 40% | 289 -] -- White working class.,
46% | 0% 339 -- 1% Inner-city experience




moie content concerning non-black minonty groups. Students want more tramning on prac-
tical aspects of instruction or dealing with commanders. While they assumed more of such

traming would be provided in Phase 11, they still hoped tor more during Phase 1.

Perceptions of Change

One method of assessing training impact is simply to ask students how much they
think they've changed n a variety of ways. The results of this assessment are presented in
Table 12, Asas apparent, the large majority of students report at least “some™ change in
cach of the areas that were onginally hypothesized. The largest amount of change occurred
m students” attitudes toward themselves and attitudes about sexism. Less change was reported
m students” attitudes toward the Army . although almost one-halt the class believed that there

had been at least “much™ change in their attitudes toward the Army.

Table 12

Phase 1: Student Assessments of Change

(N =706)

Amount of Change
b A fCl ¥
Much | Much | Some | Little | None RORS O LHRREC
594 17% 12% 9 3% Attitude toward myselt.
SO 225 18 8 17 Attitude toward people of other races.
47% 23% 139 11 1% Atthiude about racism.
59, 1 6% 1 V% 8% 6 \ttitude about sexism.
28% 2 1% 20° 1o 9 Attitude toward the Army.

Information gained trom the interviews strongly supports these subjective assess-
ments ot change. However, the enthusiasm, fervor, and strength of conviction reported by
students are not adequately conveyed by the percentages of students who changed i various
ways. Most students reported a major shitt in their feelings and values about people from

other minority groups. They talked about an increase in tolerance and acceptance of o her




Kinds of people and a new sense of being able to value the ways that other people behave

and think, although it may be quite different from theis own. But overshadowing this type

of change was a report of major changes in their feelings about themselves, a new sense of

self. As some students expressed it
e 'l can feel more™;
® "It helped me express my feelings better™:

° “I found I had greater capability to respond to needs than
I thought'";

| ° “DRRI has given me a high degree of contidence™:

®  “lteel like a new person.”

Such self-proclaimed change is more typical of the results of long-term psychotherapy or
highly intense encounter groups or sensitivity training. For a few students. DRR1I Phase |

training was and will be a critical incident in their life, representing a major change in the w ay

he/she feeis about himself. While such accounts may seem sensational or hyperbolic, they are
not inconsistent with reports from other DRRI graduates. The small group discussion, the
high value placed on openness and honesty ot expression, the intense peer pressure. and the
tocus on a controversial and emotionally volatile subject area are characteristics common to
change strategies used to accomplish personal growth. They appear to combine in ways that

are powerful in thewr impact on the way a person feels about himselt.

Although fewer students saw much change in their attitudes toward the Army,
for some, especially non-white students. the DRRI experience had considerable meaning

for their military feelings:

®  “In DRRI I saw the commitment of the military to chiminate
racism.”

e 'l teel more patriotic.”

Student descriptions of changes associated with Phase 1 traming also deal with

their attitudes about sexism. Some students spoke of developing a new awareness of their
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owisenist attitudes. Particularly for those who arrived at DRRI with a comfortable sense
of thew own level of rucial awareness. new information and experiences dealing with sexism

were especially impactful. Examples of student comments include :

e  “llearned I hked being a sexist and I have to deal with that.”
@ “1relt ashamed of myself  discovered | was euilty.™”
] “I reconfirmed my own sexism -my oppression of my wife.”

®  “lneed to check myselt out didn't realize it

Pre-and Post-Training Assessment of Change

DRRI has been administering a battery of instruments at the beginning and end of
Phase I since the carliest DRRI classes. and the results have been published in a series of
cvaluation research reports. The scores from these instruments were furnished to us and the
results of pre-post Phase [ differences on these instruments are furnished in the appendix.
A similar pre- and post-training assessment was done utilizing a different set of instruments
which had been used previously on military populations by HSR, and results are reported
m the appendix. Since prior research with these instruments and with racial attitudes and
perceptions generally has shown strong associations with race and rank (Hiett. er al.. 1974).
separate analyses were done comparing differences between white and non-white students
and officers and enlisted personnel. The small number of non-black minority and female
students in the sample made analyses using these groups unfeasible, although hypotheses

about different dynamics of change might be made for these groups.

Figure 2 provides a summary of the types of changes in students viewed as a
total class and by race and rank. It scems that Phase | traming is associated with a number
of changes m student racial attitudes. pereeptions, knowledge and behaviors, and that the
types ot changes are 10 some extent a function of the race of the student. All students left
Phase I training with more awareness of racial discrimination, more knowledge of race-
related content. and less sexist attitudes. White students expressed less racial prejudice,
increased their frequency of contact with people of other races, and learned more about

ractal issues. There was little change in their basic philosophical values of racial interaction.
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However, non-whites mcreased their expression of racial prejudice and their belief in racial
separation and decreased their beliel in racial integratson, a viewpoint inconsistent with

Vi policy. There was no change in the frequency of interractal behavior and their attitude
toward ractal mteraction decreased. 1t s important to note that non-whites® frequency of

interracial behavior was higher than whites before and after training.

In addition to looking at attitudinal ditferences, an analysis was done which com-
pared changes m ratings ol task importance and the effectiveness of various strategies to
cirmmaie discrimination. In spite of the fact that many students leave Phase | with expec-
tations that they will spend substantial proportions of theiv job time as race relations instruc-
tors. the rating ot instructional types of tasks tends to decrease in importance. Ratings of
EO-ty pe tasks remain the same, but were highly important betore and after Phase 1. Ratings
for cach strategy tend to increase in their perceived etfectiveness, and increased command

support is rated as most effective both prior to and after Phase 1.

Phase 11
Assessment of Training

During our ficld trips and even our tirst trip to DRRY, a common view communi-
cated by most personnel reflected a negative view of Army Phase 1. Apparently, Phase 11
traming had been subject to personnel turnover in its leadership, and changes in Army and
RR/EO policy. The version experienced by the 1976-3 class is an interim one and will be
modified. so somewhat fess emphasis will be placed on an anatysis of Phase 11, However. it
is important to note that most students at the beginning of Phase 1l were looking forward to
Phase 11 and had bought into the proposition that Phase 11 would give them the practical

tools 1o use in operationalizing their newly-gained awareness of discrimination. Eighty-two

prm——————————

pereent stated that they needed Phase 11 and 88 percent expected it to be at least “satisfactory.™

Only 16 pereent expected Phase 1 to be less valuable than Phase 1.

Fhe ratings of satisfaction with Phase 11 are also quite high. Fighty-cight percent

were satisfied or very satistied with Phase It Table 13 illustrates the ratings of training com-

ponents and recommendations for future courses. Again. most ratings are quite positive.




Table 13

Phase I1: Student Ratings of Traiiing Components and
Recommendations for Training Changes

(N = 69)
Ratin,
Above Below Training Component
Excellent | Average | Average | Average |Unsatisfactory "
40% 28% 29% 1% 1 Presentation of instructors.
46% 33% 16 3% 1% Knowledge of instructors.
35% 44% 16% 4% -- Handouts and other printed instructional
materials.
38% 31% 249 7% -- Audio visual aids.
36% 2% 19% 1% 1% Lectures (in general).
41% 28% 29% 1% -- Small Group Discussion (in general).
33% 28% 32% 3% 47 Management.
36% 35% 23% 4% 1% Educational Development.
569 28% 12% 1% 3% Race Relations Exercise.

Recommendation for Amount of Time

Much About the Much

More | More | Same Less | Less Area

38% 399 22% 1% -- Management.

22% 33% 429 3% -- Educational Development.
35% 16% 33% 15% 1% Race Relations Exercise.

although less than Phase I, and students want more time in all arcas. The quality of instruc-

tors, again, is seen as one of the most positive aspects of training. One comment about

these ratings is that these responses and those from our interviews are based primarily on

data from lower-ranking enlisted personnel. Officer and higher-ranking enlisted personnel

finished Phase II earlier which caused the inadvertent loss of input from these data sources.
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Data from mterviews suggest that while mstructors were seen positively | consider-
able criticism emerged about therr lack of ficld experience i RR/EO jobs, primarily from students
with signibicant prior on-the-job experiences. As one student put it, “Many instructors seem
to be locked into some mtellectual vory tower where prejudice is just some theory to be

discussed 7 Students expressed a need tor more practical, less theoretical, content

Other assues reported included the ditticulty mmamtaming the hagh cmotional
level achieved i Phase Toand the resultant letdown. and resentment about dividing the class
by rank . A more common criticism dealt with the nixed quahity of students i terms of
prior RR 1O expenience and mtellectual skills. One student said that there are “diatterent
needs for people who've never been m the field. We who lave been. don’t need as much
time.” Another sid that the “wide range of intellectual skilis of students makes the level
of the class boring and trostrating for some of us” While Phase | reactions were almost
universatly tugh, a small but sabstantial group i Phase Htelt that they already Knew too
much of Fooase T Thas was particularly the case tor those with extensive prior RR/EO
experience, an amount of practical experience that exceeded the experience of some of the

mstructors.

Perceptions of Change

During Phase 1 most students reported substantially less change i any ot the
attitudinal or pereeptual charactenistics that were moditied durig Phase 1 Approximately
20 pereent reported no change at all on cach of the types of racial or sexual attitudes. Such
Chianges might not be expected to occur from Phase T type traming, since it s designed to

facilitate the acquisition of skills, not to change “understanding™ or “awareness.™

Student teedback about Phase I experience was somewhat mixed i therr descrip
tions. For some, it was i posttive opportunity to learn practcal ways ot utilizing then newly
acquired personal and racial awareness fron skilled mstructors, while for some others it was
more like an endurance contest m which they felt toreed to hsten to structors with less on
the-job experience condescendimngly lecture to them about what they have already cxpen
enced. Some students lert Phase 1 satisficd with their new armamentarium of techniques

and strategies and cager to try them out on therr job. Another group departed from Phase 11




teehng resenttul that the tranmung had been directed toward the lowest common denominator
of expertence and witellectual capactty of students so that hittle new learming tor them had
occurred. T seems that the heterogencous nature of the students was perhaps most disgup-
tive during Phase 1. The intensity of Phase 1 and 1ts focus on seli probably mimimized the
effects of the ditferences in students. In tact, such differences were probably well utilized

m the discussions ot cultures and values i a plurahistic society However, these difterences
n skills and prior experience seemed to make clisses oo casy or too hard for some propor-
tion of students dunng Phase 1 Accelerated trainimg schedules tor Phase Hoand the use of
module-spectfic exanmations recopnize this potential ditticulty . however, rank may not be
the varable which clearly wdentifies the amount of pnior RR 1O experience and skill level

of the student

Some students spoke of the letdown wtensity and group cohesiveness dunng
Phase - “conung back to reality ™ seemed to be particularly catalyzed by the separation of

Phase 11 students by rank. One way this decrease in personal mvolvement was expressed was.,

“There was a lack of concern toward the student. He 'she is not
acomputer. They have feclings and need to be given some kind
of consideration as to what s asked of them ™

Pre- and Post-Training Assessment of Change

Aset ot attitudinal, pereeptual, and knowledge imstruments was administered (o
students at the end of Phase 11 There s relatively httle ditference in any of the attitudmal,
knowledge. or perceptual areas, which is consistent with student subjective reports of a
smaller amount ot change. Sinee Phase H emphasizes skills change and not attitude
change. such results would be expected. What small chanpes do occur tend 1o be in the
opposite direction as compared 1o Phase 1. Students tend to decrease their perceptions of
discrimination agamnst non-whites and decrease thein trequency ot interracial contact, although
they mcrease their behavioral intentions. Knowledge instruments focused on areas more hikehy

dealt with m Phase 1o that the Tack of signiticant mcreases in knowledpe is not surprising

With respect to difterences in task importance and strategy ettectiveness ratings
assovtated with Phase T ratings ot race relations instructional tasks tend to icrease i i

portance, where FO-type tashs are still seen as shightly more mportant . Adnumistrative and




supervisory duties become seen as more important, which is consistent with Phase 1 intent.
Increased commuand support s percewved betore and alter Phase 1 as the most ettective
strategy o chinate discoimination. ifferences i selt-performance ratings are in the

desired dhrections so that students rate themselves as more ettective atter Phase 1 training.

Control Group Analyses

Lhe attnbution of causality tor any changes associated with DRRI trning requires
a comparson with a sidar group ot students who did not undergo a traming experience.
Without such an analysis, the statement that tramaing cawses the results that have been pre-
sented cannot be made. The difterences niught be accounted tor by some other set of
dynamics. A group of 10 personnel who were imitially bke the group of arriving 1976-3
students and had no DRRI tramming were surveved over a three-month mterval, While the
stall size of thas control group himits our confidence, the data more strongly support the

changes assocated with DRRI traiming.

Geneaally, the personnel in the control group, who would be students ot the
192765 DRRIE class, had attitudinal and perceptual characternstios quite sumilar to the 1976-3
class students when they armnived at DRRE On the post-test, data trom the control group
revealed few statistically signiticant changes i attitude, perceptions, knowledge., or behavior,
Fheretore, the changes in students that have been deseribed are more hikely the result of

DRRY trammng.

DRRI Traiming Objectives

I'he student ratings of DRRI's ettectiveness i accomphishing its objectives are
presented e Table 14, assessed after Phase Fand atter Phase 11 Generally | ratings are quite
high at both times. Companisons are not usetul, since ratings at the end ot Phase 1 do not
mclude gher tankimg personnel. However, 1t s clear that those objectives that deal with
knowledge of nunortty group history , behavioral scicnce concepts, and minority group
experience are to a greater extent accomphshed than those objectives dealing with skills and
practical apphcation of such knowledse . Also, there may be a “hato efiect™ in the positive
ratings of Phase I or skill-related objectives, since skill-related trimimg content is covered

primarily m Phase T Inasense, it s common tor those who complete any type of




Table 14
Student Ratings of DRRI Training Objectives

Ratings - End of Phase 1 (N=70) Ratings - End of Phase 11 (N=6Y)

& ¢ ¥
& S S S &
é" Q}\Q“ & \& oe \\0 é} ) &
W oy 9 ¢ ¢ S & 8
TEHLI g T iff g F

& i I F & L EFESS & & Training Objective

54% 3% 9% 1% -- 59% 34% 5% 19 - Aknowledge of minority group history and the
contributions of minority groups to the development
of our nation and the Armed Forces.

00% 33% 4% 3% -- 58% 38% 3% 1% <= A knowledge of selected psychological, social and
cultural factors relating, to race relations to mcrease
their understanding of the social and behavioral
dynanues related to intergroup tensions and contlicts.

od4% 28% 8% .- - 57% 41% 1% 19 -~ Racaland ethnie group experences in vatious com-
munities to increase their understanding of minority
group culture and hite styles.

37% 38% 18% 4% 3% 3% 39% 1% 8% 19 The opportunity to develop teaching techniques and
group skills which will prepare them to lead discussion
groups.

S09% 34% 13% % 1% 27% 35% 25% 9% 4% The opportunity to become aware of cutrent DOD,
Service, and command equal opportunity and treatment
policies and directives, and theur relationship to the
need tor maintaming good order and discipline.

4% 37% 13% A% 1% 35% 41% 12% 7% 5% The capability and judgment to work with their com-
manding ofticers i deterimng the specific needs
tor a race relations group discussion program, and
how best to employ the Defense Race Relations
Institute resources within that command.

cducationally oriented traimming to be less than secure about thew abiity to do what they
were trained for. However, the call for more skills traming with practical application poten-
tial has been a part of ¢ i prior evaluation of DRRI and has been mentioned by virtually
every data source in our study . As the job of the graduate changes, these types ot skills can

only increase in importance.

Perceptions of Consequences of DRRI Training
and RR/EO Involvement

The student perceptions ol the military consequences ot their DRRIL traning and
RR/EO involvement were assessed at the beginning of Phase 1. the begimning of Phase 1, and

the end of Phase 1. The results of these assessments are reported in Table 15 Most students
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begin DRRI with a positive set of expectations about the perceived consequences of DRRI
and RR/EO experiences. The perceptions of consequences across the four types ot potential
effects are positively correlated, indicating that students who perceive negative consequences
for their career also tend to perceive negative consequences on their career mntention and
military attitude. Race, rank, and level of education are related to these perceptions so that
whites, higher ranking personnel, and those with more education tend to have more negative
perceptions of consequences. At the end of Phase 1. perceptions of consequences tend to
become more negative, particularly tor the perceived effects of DRRI on career intention
and on their mulitary career. Ratings at the end of Phase 1 do not consistently increase or
decrease from the end of Phase 1, although Phase 11 ratings do not include the mput of

higher ranking personnel, who have more negative perceptions.

Data from DRRI faculty who responded to the survey about job satistaction and
other job attitudes do seem relevant. for it contirms student perceptions of the reality-based

difficulties assoctated with RR/EQ work
° 22 percent report being dissatistied with their jobs:

® 47 percent report their non-DRRI colleagues feel negative about
their duty at DRRI;

e 21 percent responded that their wife/husband feels negative about
their job;

e 29 percent state that their DRRI duty has deereased their inten-
tion to stay in the military

e 83 percent believe that DRRI or RR/FO involvement will have a
bad effect on their career.,

The perceptions of the effects of DRRI and RR/FO career involvement on one's
military career require direct attention. Vhe data from all respondents suggest that rumors
of negative consequences are much more negative than a systematic assessment of graduates’
perceptions suggests. The majority of graduates perceive positive or ncutral ettects of thewr

DRRI and RR/EO experiences. However, there is a small but substantial minonity of

e



graduates who do perceive a negative effect. As one might expect, they tend to be dispro-
portionately made up by white officers. One student in the 1976-3 class, when asked to
describe his job expectations remarked, “1t will be challenging for me, but it will probably
hurt the career of a white officer.”” Rather than denying or avoiding this issue, it seems
much wiser to directly and clearly acknowledge this finding and begin to investigate its

determinants.

Faculty/Staff Perceptions of Training

Seventy-cight percent of the Phase I faculty survey respondents rated Phase I as
satisfactory or very satisfactory. Faculty also saw students making significant changes in
various areas, although they saw less change in attitude about sexism than students perceived

themselves. Training components were all highly rated, and like students, the inner city

L B R ANV NI M SRS 4 e B

experience and the quality of instructors were the most positive training components. Simi-
lar to students, Phase 1 faculty wanted more time spent in all content areas, particularly

non-black minority groups and practical skills application. ¢

Army Phase 11 faculty survey respondents were slightly less satisfied with Phase 11,

analogous to student results. Sixty-seven percent rated Phase 11 as satisfactory or very satis-

factory. Training components were seen positively, although less so than Phase 1. Again.

instructor quality was most highly rated and audiovisual aids were least highly rated. Recom-

¥l £ B

mendations for future courses in terms of content arcas were less insistent for more of
everything. Phase Il staff strongly recommended more training in management but were
mixed about “educational development.”™ There were more faculty members who requested

. a decrease in time devoted to “‘race relations exercise’” than were suggesting an increase.

Faculty members were asked to indicate the most positive and negative aspects

of training at DRRI and the results were similar to student responses. Positive aspects were

changes related to self and changes in student awareness ¢ racism. Negative comments
focused on the selection and testing procedures used at DRRI. A iew faculty were skeptical of
the intensity of peer pressure in Phase 1 which, in their view, ultimately led to “white students

feeling guilty.” In this vein, it’s interesting to note that the 1976-3 students were asked to
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indicate their frequency of interracial contact before entering the Army. Their assessment
of pre-Army interracial contact increased substantiaily during Phase I, particularly for white

students, suggesting the pressure to deny prior lack of interracial contact. Also. whites in-

creased interracial behavior during Phase 1 and non-whites did not, although non-whites had
more frequent interracial contact before and after training. Faculty members also suggested
that more emphasis be placed on studying “‘the racist and racist society” rather than studying
minorities and females. A few commented on the overemphasis on racism as being exclusively

black-white, and recommended more attention be given to program evaluation and research.

Most faculty members surveyed rated DRRI as effectively accomplishing its objec-
tives, although as with students, objectives not dealing with knowledge or understanding were
less highly rated. Faculty were also asked to rate the effectiveness of DRRI in the perfor-
mance of its mission. While DRRI’s ability to train race relations instructors was perceived as
highly effective, mission performance in other areas was seen quite differently. More faculty

members rated DRRI as ineffective than effective for these missions:
® Conduct research;
o  Perform evaluation of program effectiveness;

® Disseminate educational guidelines and materials for utilization
throughout the Armed Forces.

Army DRRI Graduate Perceptions of DRRI Training

In Table 16, the percent of graduates from the followup survey who are satisfied
with DRRI training in reference to their perceived ability to accomplish specific types of
tasks are presented. The results are quite consistent with feedback from students. Graduates
report very high levels of satistaction from their DRRI training in preparing them to accom-
plish race relations instructional tasks, but seem less satisfied with their training to accomplish
EO tasks and administrative and supervisory tasks. Table 16a presents gradaate estimates of
satisfaction with training for cach phase of training. Ratings of Phase 1 are substantially

higher than Phase 11, and overall ratings of DRRI are dramatically high.




Table 16
Satisfaction with DRRI Training by Type of Task

Very Satisfactory Neither Satisfactory Very Unsatisfactory a ﬂ,?r'; g;l:fisﬂe 4)
Type of Task or Satisfactory  Nor Unsatisfactory  or Unsatisfactory (s = Very Satisfied)
Preparation of materials, lesson
plans, etc., for race relations
instruction. 91% 6% 3% 4.42
Conducting race relations instruc-
tion for unit personnel (e.g., RAP) 87% 10% 3% 4.37
Assisting chain of command per-
sonnel in conducting race relations
instruction for unit personnet 79% 14% 7% 4.13
Conducting training courses for
personnel who work or will work
in RR/EO matters (e.g., DLC) 76% 17% 7% 4.12
Counseling individuals about
RR/EO matters 76% 12% 12% 4.05
Investigating individual RR/EO
complaints. 07% 16% 17% 3.83
Collecting and reporting infor-
mation about the racial climate
on the mstallation. 69 19% 11% 3.03
Administrative and supervisory
duties. SR% 25% 169 3.65
Table 16a
Satisfaction with DRRI Training
Very Satisfactory Neither Satisfactory Very Unsatisfactory a E‘?:yv;i:';isﬁe &

g J’Eag gflnining or Sft_isfactory _Nﬂynsalis&ctory ur Unsatisfactory (5 = Very Satisfied)
Phase 1 3% 5% 2% 4.61

Phase 1i 73% 14% 13% 3.80
Overall 947 4% 2% 4.54
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Data from the interviews of graduates in the field was somewhat similar, although
it was less positive. Most graduates at all posts felt that DRRI training was necessary for them
to be in the RR/EO field. Eighty-nine percent felt that a DRRI-trained instructor would be
more effective than a non-DRRI trained person as an instructor. However, for RR/EQO staftt
work, only 59 percent fe't that a DRRI graduate would be more effective. With respect to
the phases at DRRI, 99 percent felt that Phase 1 had been satisfactory or very satistactory in
preparing them for their job. They feit the experience in Miami, the emphasis on learning
about one’s self, and the quality of the instructors were the highlights of Phase I. On the
other hand, Phase 11 was seen as satisfactory by only 64 percent of the graduates. The REX
and other management/administrative excrcises were perceived as the best aspects of Phase 1.
However, most comments focused on the poor quality of instructors and general disorganiza-

tion as the major characteristics of Phase 11.

Most graduates felt they were being trained at DRRI to be an instructor or educator,
and some saw their role more broadly as a change agent, to get people together. Most also telt
that the training made them better military leaders and rejected the “activism™ theory as either
pertaining to the past or an expression of resistance trom a stow moving Army. More training
was suggested by many in terms of refresher courses and more at DRRI1 about management/
administration, and dealing with frustration on the job. Both arcas were seen as arcas where

they were not prepared as well and needed some “how to get things done™ training.

In the group interviews with DRRI graduates held at cach of the installations, a
general discussion of their experience at DRRI brought out many of the same issues that were

raised by students.

e  The standards for graduation were seen by some as too easy so
that incompetent graduates were allowed to go to the field and
lower the reputation of DRRI and RR/EO. On the other hand,
others felt that academic criteria were largely irrelevant and that
more eiiort should be devoted to tramning personnel who truly
“care.”

e  The request for more practical training was consistent and strong.
It tended to focus on the need for more skills in dealing with com-
mand and on the need for more contact with DRRI and others
who work in the field. In addition to expressing the need for
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more contemporary lesson plans and other educational materials,
graduates seemed to desire some contact with others who under- ;
stand their problems in order to counteract their feelings of isola-
tion and frustration.

® Some graduates commented on the “‘black’ focus at DRRI and
requested more training and materials about non-black minority
groups.

Command Personnel Perceptions of DRRI Training

At each installation, commanders at the battalion and brigade levels were person-
ally interviewed about a number of issues concerning DRRI. Generally, reactions to DRRI
were quite general and non-specific, and little evidence for a militant or activist perception
of DRRI was found. The overwhelming majority had heard mainly positive things about
DRRI training. Only two of the commanders had heard negative things about DRRI. The
comments of commanders who had positive things to say about the school generally centered

around their positive assessment of the ability of DRRI graduates.

The commanders were about evenly divided as to whether DRRI is particularly
important to the maintenance of a combat-ready Army. Those who felt that DRRI was very
important did so generally because they felt DRRI “helps certain internal problems.” Several
commanders expressed the opinion that DRRI may have been important several years ago
when there were racial problems in the Army, but not now since there are no longer “racinl
incidents.” Only two of the commanders interviewed, both at the same installation, ¢xpressed
the opinion that DRRI graduates are less able to perform in a military organization, and might
have ‘“‘subversive effects on the chain of command.” The remaining commanders were about
evenly divided between those who felt DRRI did a good job in training its graduates, and

those who had no opinion on the issue.

Company commanders were also interviewed about the RR/EO program and DRRI,
but little information about DRRI could be obtained. Seventeen percent had never heard of
DRRI. 54 percent had heard positive things about DRRI. and 27 percent had heard neutral
things about DRRI. Only two percent had a negative view of DRRI, au opinion usually
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associated with an unfavorabie encounter with a graduate. The few company commanders

who commented on the performance of graduates were positive in their assessments. Only
a few had heard any information about any “radical’” reputation of DRRI. Suggestions for
qualities of DRRI graduates or selection standards for DRRI were general and ambiguous,

encompassing the gamut of “‘good military attributes.”™

General Army Perceptions of DRRI Training

An indirect indicator of the value of DRRI training is simply the number of Army
personnel who are aware of DRRI's existence and their overall image about DRRI. Ina
written survey administered to about 4,000 Army personnel of all ranks, as another part of
the study of the RR/EO program in the Army, respondents were asked to indicate what

they knew about DRRI.

The Defense Race Relations Institute (DRRI1) at Patrick Air Force
Base (Florida) is an MOS-granting school for RR/EO instructors and
staff personnel. What_ if anything, have you heard about DRR1I?

72%  Never heard of it before.
18%  Have heard mostly good things about it.
2%  Have heard mostly bad things about it.

30

19 Have heard as many bad things as good things.

Almost three-fourths of the personnel had never heard of DRRI. In 1974, a similar question
appeared on a survey of Army personnel. At that time, 27 percent of white personnel and
29 percent of black personnel knew about DRRI, a figure nearly the same as the results of
1976 (Brown and Nordlie, 1975). Of those who knew about DRRI, many more had heard
good things as opposed to bad or neutral things about DRRI. A higher proportion of blacks
had heard of DRRI than whites or non-black minorities, and more blacks had heard favorable
things about DRRI. Rank tended to be positively associated with awareness and quality of
DRRI. Higher ranking NCO's and officers were much more likely to have heard of DRRI

and to have heard positive things.
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Non-DRRI Trained RR/EO Personnel
Perceptions of DRRI Training

Albot the tull-time non-DRRI tramned RR/EO staft interviewed, except two or
three from one installation, expressed positive perceptions of the value of the DRRI train-
ng experience. A trequent response was that it should be mandatory for everyone working
i RR'EO. Reasons given included that graduates are better qualified and can deal “psycho-

logically ™ with people better

I'he opinions of DLC graduates on the desirability and/or necessity of DRRI
training were generally divided both across and within posts. A bit more than one-halt
felt that DRRI training was appropriate tor people in thewr positions. DLC graduates noted
that a DRRI-trained person tended to have more background information, more experience,
and could handle problems better. A commonly expressed theme among DLC graduates was
that it they went to DRRI, then they could “psychologize those racists better.” Most of those
terviewed said that they would like to attend DRRI if they were given the chance. The most
important reason given was gencerally that it would give them more knowledge and experience
and enable them to do a better job. Those who did not want to go to DRRI said that they

liked their present job, or were planning to get out of the race relations field.
2

Student Selection

Fhe student selection process at DRRI has been a controversial one from a variety
of perspectives. The high priority on student motivation as the selection criterion has a
recurrent theme in our field work and has received comment in other studies. For example.
a recent report by the General Accounting Ottice concludes that “trainers seem to be selected
solely on the basis of mterest in the issue” (Comptroller General, 1976). Another recent
study indicates that commanders might select minority soldiers tor DRRI, assuming that
they have a “built<in™ concern, or that the commanders might choose someone more ex-
pendable, someone he can afford to lose, since RR/EO is not that important (MacDowell,
1976). An extreme version of that theme occurs when a commander selects personnel whom

he percerves are misfits, whom he wishes he could lose
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Students in the 1976-3 class were aware ol the selection issue and many com-
mented on the mixed caliber of personnel in the class and the failure to develop any quality
control mechanism to weed out less competent personnel. Interviews with personnel in
other Army agencies often included a reference to the “low tailure rate’ at DRRI implying
that graduation criteria are not sufficiently stringent. Some faculty and staft at DRRI
echoed this criticism in our preliminary set of interviews at the start of this study. Responses
to a later survey were consonant in that 68 percent disagreed that “Generally students sent
to DRRI are of high quality,” and 63 percent agreed that “Standards for graduation at DRRI
are too easy.” However, the process for changing selection criteria by upgrading intelligence
criteria, for example, is not one where there is agreement. About 42 percent of the faculty
agreed and about 42 percent disagreed that “Intelligence and/or aptitude-based selection

criteria should be raised for DRRI students, even if that means fewer minority students.”

Selection Criteria

Each group of respondents in this study was asked about their view of the type
of personnel who should be selected to attend DRRI. Suggestions for selection standards
were usually somewhat vague and non-specific. Most respondents thought that DRRI

students should be “good soldiers™ and be “highly motivated.”

DRRI Graduates

Graduate suggestions for selection standards for DRRI were generally that prospec-
tive DRRI students should be: volunteers: sincere/ committed/motivated: and have an ability
to communicate/be articulate. Some felt academic qualifications. ¢.g., some college, were
important, whereas others saw such qualities as irrefevant. Most did nor see a relationship
between performance at DRRI which they felt emphasizes academic aspects, and pertfor-

mance in the field. Graduates believe that “knowers are not always doers.™

RR/EO Personnel

Across installations, a number of characteristics were mentioned by non-DRRI

trained, RR/FO personnel as selection criteria for DRRI attendance. Most frequently
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v
mentioned was that the mdividual should volunteer to attend. He should be someone who
really wants to work m the race relations program. and wants to work with people. He should |
also be sensttive and a self-starter, and should have a background of experience with different
types of people. At least three vears of college and a previous enhstment were also noted as
desirable  The quahities most frequently used to deseribe the ideal DRRI student included
such general charactenstics as open-nunded, willing to learn, dedicated, somebody who likes $
to deal with people, talkative, ready to histen, objective, honest, and “somebody who can get
along with anyvone ™
.
Army Commuanders
Ihere was hittle valuable  put by commanders as to what skills DRRI graduates
should have. Most trequently mentioned was that they should have an understanding of
difterent racual and cthmie backgrounds, and that a graduate should be a good counscelor, a
good bstener, and a skilled instructor. Less trequently mentioned charactenstics included
common sense, general leadership skidls, bemg a good mediator, and bemng articulate. i
’i
A wide vanety of qualities were mentioned by the commanders as desirable for 3
people they would send to DRRI Those quahties which were ment oned most trequently %
'

included that the individual should be a volunteer, e, want to go. should be mature . have
substantial Army experience. be able to communicate with people. and have some background
i the social sciences. Some less frequently mentioned qualities were that he should be a goc !
histener and be micrested in people. have a malitary attitude, and be an ES or b oo abov

ITwo commanders telt that he hould not be from a nunority groap, while one telt that he

5 should. Good appearance. mtelhgence, a seli-starter not a radical or “into™ drugs, and

‘ having had a successtul command were also mentioned. The lack of spectlic suggestions

i beyond normal qualities tor a good soldier tends to support the overall low level of com ?
ll mand attention for RREQO programs

|

; I'he ultimate decision about selection criteria requires imformation about job

performance, data that can document the charactenstics of personnel who are effective i

thewr job. Untl such data are avatlable, analyses ot the Kinds of students who attend DRRI

seem uselul
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Characteristics of Army 1976-3 DRR1
Training Class

Demographic Background

An analysis of the charactenstics of Army students who were selected to attend

DRRI has impheations on the overall selection process.  Table 17 presents the demographic

data tor Army personnel of the 1976-3 class. Generally, the 1976-3 class tends to be some-

what younger and lower ranked than prior classes, and educational and racial breakdowns

tend to be quite similar to previous classes. Whale there are some difterences between the

1976-3 class and other DRRI classes, they do not suggest that the 1976-3 class is sutticiently

deviant to be unrepresentative of DRRI classes in general.

Table 17

Demographic Characteristics of the Army 1976-3 Class

Variable

Age

Rank

Education

Race

2301 less
24-29

30 -39

40 or more

Lo or below
l" - l‘\)
Ol-03

O4 and higher

High School or less
Some College

B.A.

Graduate degree

White
B‘J\‘k
Latino
Others

1976-3 Army Only
(Percent)

8
38
4?2
12

33
21
19

41
26

28

41
41

10




I'here are some charactenistics ot the students which do seem important in terms
of selection processes, especially with respect ta the utihization of graduates i the held.
In examining the background ot students there s a small, yet substantial, group of voung,
imexperienced students:
7 s 33 \
- 7 percent are age 23 or less,
1O percent are B3 o B4
4 percent are O,
- I8 percent have three years or less of
active duty serviee,
1t appears that these are a group of personnel with somewhat meager expernience in deahing
with the mitetary system. As long as the role ot graduates was to mstruct, the lack of system
experience may not have been a limitation. However, as consultant and advisory roles tend to
characterize the utilization of graduates, experience with the system becomes more and more
critical. Low levels ol experience do not seem to be compatible with consultant rofes wiich

emphasize “workimg within the system™ types ol skills

The Army s concerned about selection critena tor Army personnel at DRRI and
has instituted new selection standards. Inorder to attend DRRI at the present time, enhsted
nersonnel must be at ES and be serving on a second or subsequent enlistment. Officers must
at least be at the O2 grade. have had a mummum ot 12 months ot leadership expenence, and
have one year of service remaining atter completion of DRRI (Department of the Army
DAPE-MRO. 1976), However, it is stll not clear that these are the most approprate standards,

because standards must be based upon job performance

Motivation

All groups of respondents throughout this study, meludimg students themselves,
have msisted that personnel must be sincerely motvated and committed to chimnating
discrimination as a criterion for attendance at DRRE - In this context, the racial history ol
students becomes relevant in terms of assessing the level of commutment prior to DRRI1 and
describing the types of personnel who choose to attend DRRE About one half the class
came from segregated neighborhoods in which people were “all™ or “almost all ot vour own
race.” Forty-five percent had “little™ or “almost none™ levels of interest and ettort i

proving race relations prior to entering the Avmy, and 82 percent had never been a member




of an organization concerned with race relations or equal opportunity. It seems that for
many students, interest and motivation in the RR/EQ area is a relatively recent phenomenon.
Also for some, motivation and interest may not be as high as expected. Eleven percent of
the students stated that they did not volunteer to attend DRRI, and 15 percent said that
they felt “much™ or “very much’™ pressure from their commander or supervisor to attend

DRRI.

Students were asked to rate the importance of a number of specific reasons for
attending DRRI. The elimination of racism, and to some extent sexism, was seen by most
students as the major reason for coming to DRRI. Forty-one percent rated *“to get into
RR/EQ duty™ as a *“‘very important’’ reason and seven percent felt similarly about ““to get
out of your last duty or MOS." Since in the Army, attendance at DRRI is a prerequisite
for an RR/EO MOS. many of those who currently work in RR/EO capacities come to DRRI
to legitimize their status, as well as to enhance their skills: however, an unintended paradox
may occur. Personnel, who had installation Discussion Leaders Course training, usually
provided by DRRI graduates, and provided unit race relations instruction, look to DRRI to
increase their awareness and skill as an instructor. lronically, after DRRI training to become
instructors, these same personnel may return to their installations to positions where there is

less opportunity to serve in an instructor role than in the positions they previously held!

There does appear to be a very small group who choose an RR/EQO career and
DRRI to avoid more physically demanding career specialties. One student in our sample
suggested that RR/EO seemed like a more quiet place to finish his carcer now that his
physical prowess has diminished and his 20 years are almost over. The location of DRRI
and especially the granting of college credit for DRRI training may also serve as incentives
to attend DRRI; the latter incentive being endorsed as “important™ or “very important™ by
49 percent of the students. Thus, there appear to be a heterogencous set of motivations to

attend DRRI.
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RR/EO rxperience

The heterogencous nature of the students who attend DRRI s also reflected m
the prior experiences of students with RR/EO tasks and activities. Sixty-three percent had
been tull-time RR/EO statt members just prior o DRRIL as compared to 27 percent who
had no RR/EO duties just before DRRIE. Thirty one percent had never had any other traming
courses dealing with RR/EO, and 24 percent had no prior traming as an instructor. Fifty-one
percent had been through a Discussion Leaders Course, and 60 percent had previously served
as an istructor m a course dealing with minority group issues or RR/EO. Thus, students
enter DRRI with a widely divergent set of prior relevant experiences. Some enter DRRI
alrcady serving i an instructor role with the expectation that DRRI will provide them new
and additional instructional skills. Others arnive at DRRU with no prior experience in cither
mstruction or RR/EO. The probability is quite low that one unitary traimmng program can
meet the sets of tramg needs represented by students with very difterent levels of job
experience. Thisas particularly the case in the Army tor those personnel who return to
DRRI tor Phase 1, atter having completed Phase | sometime in the past and having accumu-
lated substantial periods ot on-the-job experience. Wiide Phase 1 is designed o be tlexible
to different learming needs, acceleration of the tramng s hased primarnily on rank, rather
than on prior RR/EO expenence. The importance of ditferent sets of tramnimg needs and
different sets of prior experience is turther enhanced by the fact that many of the students
have substantially more ficld experience than some of the tacultv. Forty (wo percent ol
these faculty responding to our Faculty /Statt Survey had no prior expenience in the field

with RR/TO duties

Expectations about DRRI

T'he training program literature has pointed out that the expectations of tramees
are often entical m determuning the quality ot a tramee’s experience  Fraiecs who are
provided with adequate prior information, expect some change, and expect o be satistied

with the training are more hkely to be satistied and posttively impacted by the traming.

Students coming to DRRI did expect to be satisthied with trammng, for 99 percent expected
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Phase | and 92 percent expected Phase 11 to be “satisfactory™ or “very satisfactory.” With
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respect to expectations for change, the level of expected change is high with most students
expecting at least “'some” change in their attitudes about racism, sexism, self, and people

of other races. There is less expectation for change in “attitude toward the Army.” although
still only 14 percent expected no change in this area. When asked about their expectations
about the effect of DRRI on career intention or their career itself, most students reported
having a positive set of expectations. Only 1 percent felt that DRRI would decrease their
career intention, and only 8 percent felt DRRI would have a bad effect on their career.
However, 16 percent felt that RR/EO work would have a bad effect on their career, a figure
consistent with the stigma that has been noted in prior work. Such perceptions, regardless

of their actual validity, serve to discourage entry into the RR/EO field.

Respondents in our smaller sample of personnel who were interviewed at the

. Vv

beginning of Phase I reinforced these perceptions of the stigma associated with RR/EQ in-

2.

volvement. One person was specifically advised by his commander not to attend DRRI
because “RR/EO would hurt your miiitary career.” Four interviewees had experienced
some pressure from their friends and colleagues nor to attend DRRI because it would not
be good for their career. Some students felt that RR/EO personnel were often viewed as
“legal militants,”” “*hot-heads,” or “troublemakers™ and so just working in that ficld might

hurt them.

In the main, students arrive with very positive teelings and expectations about
DRRI, although other data suggest ways to further enhance expectations. When asked how
satisfied students were with advance information about DRRI, 63 percent of the students
felt “‘satisfied ™ or “‘very satisfied,” and 13 percent were “dissatistied™ or “very dissatisfied.” }
About 35 percent said they received no information from DRRI, and 6 percent said they
learned nothing about DRRI from their commanding officer. Most students learned about
DRRI from other DRRI graduates, and for most (93 percent) this information was positive.

Therefore, it would seem useful to look more closely at how prospective students fearn

about DRRI. The lack of interagency coordination that prevents DRRI from knowing




exactly who will be attending DRRI hampers its ability to provide all students with satis-
factory advance information. The apparent lack of information about DRRI among com-
manders also deserves attention, for the lack of command support tor RR/EQ Pprograms is
perhaps the fundamental problem for DRRI students when they return to their jobs. Army
regulations state that all applicants for DRRI will have been interviewed by a field grade
officer in the applicant’s chain of command. About 18 percent stated that they did not
have any interview at all at their installation, and 4 percent stated that their interview was
with lower ranking personnel. Fourteen percent stated that they felt “much™ or “very

much™ pressure to attend, usually from their commander.,

Racial Attitudes, Perceptions, and Knowledge

As compared to large Army cross-scctional samples, students arriving at DRRI
prior to training had:

° much greater awareness ot and more perceptions of discrimina-
tion against non-whites:

@ much more favorable attitudes toward racial interaction::

® lower levels of feelings and perceptions that whites are threatened
by non-whites and that non-whites are treated more tavorably
than wlutes:.

Students had vastly more knowledge about a variety of race-relited issues, par-
ticularly about Army RR/EQO regulations and policics. On questions dealing with behavioral
science and discrimination concepts and terminology. 93 percent of the students correctly
identified a “'stereotype™ as compared to 50 to 60 percent of the general Army population.
Similarly. only about 1§ percent of the general Army sample knew what institutional dis-
crimination meant, as opposed to about SO percent of the arriving DRRI Army students.
Thus, DRRI students are quite different from the Army at large. in terms of their racial

perceptions, attitudes, and knowledge.
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Student Characteristics and DRRI Performance

An analysis was done to assess the relationship between performance while a student
at DRRI, assessed in different ways, and variables that describe various characteristics of stu-
dents as they entered DRRI (see the appendix). It was found that variables that predict one of
tne DRRI performance criteria do not necessarily predict another, and performance criteria
themselves are not closely related. Performance criteria were:

Graduation;
Peer Rating;

Total Academic Test Score:
Self-Rating

Correlations among performance criteria indicate that graduation is positively related to

peer rating and total test score. As would be expected, those students who graduated had
higher peer ratings and test scores and are more closely associated with self-rating. Self-
rating is unrelated to test scores. Thus, a student’s own rating of his performance is associ-
ated with the rating of his peers. But neither of these ways of assessing quality seems to be
related to academic performance, which is the most important criterion related to graduation.
Ultimately, the question of which performance criterion is most important rests with its

relationship with job performance.

The demographic variable most closely related to DRRI performance is level of
education. Those students with higher levels of education tend to do better at DRRI, par-
ticularly in terms of academic performance. Other measures of intelligence, such as GT
and CL subscales from the AGCT instrument, and mental category from the AFQT, also
predict academic performance. Education also predicts self-ratings, but is not related to
peer ratings at a statistically significant level. Rank is related to performance, but is also
highly related to education. EERWA and PMOSE, both indications of military performance,
are basically unrelated to performance. Males are rated higher by themselves and their peers,
and non-whites rate themselves higher but do less well on academic tests than whites. Non-

whites also tend to have less education.
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Prior RR/EO experience has a modest relationship with performance. Those who

had previously been race relations instructors rated themselves better and tended to be seen

sore tavorably by their peers. Those with interest in civil rights issues prior to the Army did
better academically. Motivation for attendance at DRRI predicted academic performance,
particularly in terms of the importance of getting into RR/EO duty. Those who did not

volunteer tended to do better academically, and had more education.

In terms of expectations about DRRI. the level of expected change in various areas
tended to predict performance, except self-ratings. However, the direction of this relationship
is opposite from the hypothesis. Those students who expected less change tended to do better!
Once interpretation of thus finding might be that students who already felt that they had
satistactory levels of knowledge, awareness, and ability in these areas also expected little
change as a result of DRRI training. Generally . those who had less expectations for change
also tended to have higher levels of education and more prior knowiedge about race-refated

issues, both of which predict higher perfoimance. Also those with /ess positive expectations

about the effect of DRRI experience on their career intention, their career itself, and the:r
attitude toward the military also tend to do better at DRRI. Again. these students tend to
be better educated, higher ranked, and had more prior race relations knowledge. Thus, it

would seem that the most important factor in these associations is level of education.

Looking at measures of ractal attitudes. perceptions, knowledge and behavior,
few patterns emerge. The Nomunal Index, which had predicted peer ratings in prior classes,
is unrelated to performance at DRRI. Students with more pro-feminist attitudes and students
with more prior knowledge about race relations content did better at DRRI. As before, these

students also tended to have higher levels of education.

A more sophisticated statistical analysis was done to see the type of student who

did better at DRRI. The variables with the strongest associations with each of the perfor-
mance criteria were entered into a stepwise multiple regression procedure to identity those
student characternistics that are related to performance at DRRIL. The various sets of predictor

variables for cach criterion are shown in the appendix.




The results show that different sets of variables predict each of the different
DRRI performance criteria. There are, however, a few variables which appear to be able
to predict more than one performance variable;

e Students who felt “to get into RR/EO duty’ was a less important

reason for coming to DRRI tended to do better on all performance
standards.

e Level of education predicts each performance criterion, except
peer rating.

o  Sex is negatively associated with peer- and self-rating, indicating
that the performance of females is perceived less highly.

e Race is only related to self-ratings. Non-whites rate themselves
more highly.

e Expectations for change of some type predicts each performance
criterion. Students with Jess expectation for change tend to do
better at DRRI.

e In terms of racial attitudinal/perceptual scores, those students with
more pro-feminist attitudes and higher perceptions of the racial
climate and Army commitment to RR/EQO are more highly regarded
by their peers. Students who, to a lesser extent, endorse integration
do better on academic tests, whereas students who are more in favor
of integration and /ess in favor of separation are more likely to
graduate.

g

It seems clear, then, that there are a few student characteristics that tend to be
associated with a number of ways to assess DRRI performance, but that each performance
criterion has a somewhat different set of predictors. It is important to point out that the

motivation to eliminate racism was not the most important variable in predicting DRRI
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performance, in spite of the feedback from most every set of respondents in this study that
such motivation and commitment was the most important characteristic for student selection.

In fact, those who did not volunteer to come to DRRI tended to perform better. Also. although
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in prior classes the Nominal Index had been able to predict peer ratings, in the 1976-3 class

there was not a significant relationship between DRRI performance and the Nominal Index.
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A sunilar stepwise multiple regression analysis was run between student character-
istics and student pertormance tor non-whites and whites separately. The results demon-
strated that not only are different sets of student characteristics related to each separate
indicator ot pertformance, but that ditterent sets of characteristics also tend to predict
performance for non-whites as compared to whites.

9 Pro-femimmist attitude 1s the most strongly associated predictor

of pertormance tor non-whites, but is not related to pertormance
for whites.

° Level of education is more strongly related to performance for
whites, whereas knowledge of race-related content is more strongly
predictive of pertormance tor non-whites.

® Attitudes about integration/separation are inore highly related to
performance tor whites than for non-whtees.

I'hese regression analyses, to indicate the type of student who does better at DRRI,
should be done on larger samples of students. Regression equations are quite susceptible to
shrinkage and moditication when cross-validated on difterent populations. Our analyses are
based on only one class. but do contirn, the contusion expressed by taculty and students
about how to validly assess DRRI pertormance. We recommend regression analyses between
student characteristics and performance be pertormed for a number of classes and that evidence

retlecting performance on the job be added

In this study, one data collection component vielded intormation on graduate
pertormance in the ficld. Peer ratings and the ratings of the highest ranking RR/EQ ofticet
at cach installation were collected on 97 graduates at nine locations, and turnished to DRRIL
We were given a draft of a report done by DRRI which found no relationship between field
performance and performance at DRRI, Phase I Students who did wel' at PRR1 did not
necessarily do well on the job. Thus, not only are ditterent pertformance criteria at DRRI

unrelated, but they may also be unrelated to performance in the field.
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Summary

DRRI training was assessed positively by all groups of respondents in this study.
Phase | training was highly regarded as a powerful experience leading to changes in a gradu-
ate’s awareness of discrimination and feelings about self. The inner-city experience and
the quaiity of instructors were seen as the most positive training components of Phase I.
While Phase 11 training was seen as satisfactory, training assessment tended to be less positive,
especially from graduates who had substantial on-the-job experience. DRRI was consistently
seen as effective in training areas related to race relations instruction and awareness and
understanding, but was perceived as less effective in training related to the accomplishment
of other RR/EO tasks and in providing more practical, “how to do it” skills. Despite
decreasing instructional responsibilities for Army DRRI graduates in the field, students
and faculty still expect trainees to spend much of their job time providing race relations

mstruction.

Perceptions of potential training problem arcas were consistent among groups
of respondents and consistent with the results of prior analytical studies. Potential issues

mcluded:

[ the level of selection and graduation standards;

e  disagreement about how to assess performance at DRRI;
° academic tests are (oo casy/ too hard:

[} more non-black minority group training content;

e  more practical skills training and less theoretical content;,

e more contact with DRRI and other colleagues, ¢.g., refresher

courses:
R} more educational maternial/curricula for graduates:

° perceived negative consequences from DRRI and RR EO
mvolvement,

" need for data on field/job pertormance.
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A close examination of the selection process at DRRI revealed that different
student characteristics were related to each separate indicator of performance at DRRI.
While most groups of respondents believed that motivation and commitment were the
most important factors for selection to DRRI, analyses showed that level of education was
the best predictor of DRRI performance. Students who attend DRRI represent a hetero-
geneous set of personnel in terms of motivation and prior RR/EO interest, experience, and

knowledge. The variety of student experiences suggests different sets of training needs

and individualized tramning models.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

In this chapter the important findings of the study are reviewed and some of
the implications of these conclusions are discussed. The emphasis of the discussion is
focused on DRRI training effectiveness in relation to the current job needs of DRRI gradu-
ates. Some issues are raised which have apecific relevance for DRRI itself. However. the
most important issues deal with the relationship between DRRI and other military agencies.
T'he overall implication appears to be that specific communication linkages between DRRI
and Army agencies responsible for RR/EO program policy and implementation need to be
improved to insure effective DRRI training of competent RR/EO personnel tor the job they

perform in the tield.

Conclusions

Perceptions of DRRI training are clear and consistent from students, taculty.
DRRI graduates and Army personnel. Phase I training is dramatically endorsed as o highly
satisfactory training experience. 1t is seen by most personnel as a very important life experi-
ence leading to changes in racial and sexual awareness and protound changes in feelings
about one's self. Particularly in contrast to the other training programs attended by Army
personnel, Phase 1 training is a highly unique and personally meaningtul experience. Com-
ments from students and graduates attest to the power of self-examination found in Phase

[ training.

The criticisms of Phase 1 training found in this study are quite similar o those
found in the carliest training assessments done by DRRI. Feedback trom students empha-
sizes the need for more non-black minority group content and more practical, job-retevant,
skills training. Dissatisfaction focuses on the quality of student selection and graduation
standards and on the quality of academic tests. Graduates v continued to ask for more

contact from DRRI 1 n ol new educational materials and periodic refresher courses.




AD=A078 001

UNCLASSIFIED
202

HUMAN SCIENCES RESEARCH INC MCLEAN VA F/6 5/9
AN ANALYSIS OF THE TRAINING OF ARMY PERSONNEL AT THE DEFENSE RA==ETC(U)

OCT 78 B G FIMAN » P & NORDLIE DAHC19-T‘-C-0015
ARI-TR=78-B14

END




DRRI staff has repeatedly urged that data about what the graduate does when he returns
to the field be collected to assess the effectivencss of DRRI training in relation to job

porformance

Phase 11 training at DRRI has been continually modified since its original develop-
ment in 1974, Graduate assessments of Phase 1 training while generally positive, have been
somewhat mixed and have been indicative of the confusion and lack of coordination associ-
ated with prior training versions. The higher Phase Il ratings of the 1976-3 class, as com-
pared to previous classes, is encouraging and suggests that the Phase Il training structure
has begun to stabilize. Since Phase 11 training emphasizes skills development, it is particu-
larly vulnerable to criticism about the lack of instructor job experience. The large variation
in trainee RR/EO job experience and intellectual aptitude has resulted in some difficulties
for Phase 11 in developing an optimal training program for all trainees. Separate training
models based on rank have not been sensitive to the more important dimensions of trainee
experience and aptitude. Also, the Phase I-Phase 11 integration of the overall DRRI training
experience has not been entirely successful in taking advantage of the changes in awareness

and self, associated with Phase 1.

Information collected from DRRI graduates at Army installations has indicated
that the job of the graduate has dramatically shifted from that of providing race rela-
tions instruction to unit personnel. Current job descriptions of graduates consist of a
variety of roles with major emphasis on command consultation and equal opportunity
administration and management reles. The specific tasks performed by Army graduates
tend to vary depending on type of position and organizational level, although most graduates
spend only a very small propertion of their time in the actual conduct of race relations in-
struction. Performance ratings of graduates tend to be satisfactory, and they are higher
for instructional tasks than for other types of performance. Job satisfaction and percep-
tions of “‘burnout’ vary considerably among graduates with the more satisfied graduates
tending to be younger, non-white, lower ranked, and lower educated. The alleged stigma
of RR/EQ involvement is more highly perceived by graduates who are v/hite, higher ranked,

and higher educated. Graduate perceptions reinforce the critical importance of command

support in the success of RR/EO programs.




1t appears that the job of the Army DRRI graduate has become more diverse
and emphasizes non-race relations instructional duties, although DRRU trainimg objectives
continue to focus on race relations instruction-related knowledge and skills. DRRI has
been aware ol the major cnticisms of its (raming program and has been consistent i ats
request for job performance data on graduates since ats first evaluation reportan (972 How
ever, the job needs of Army graduates have st changed without concomitant moditications
of traming objectives and content. Wiile DRRI has made some trammg moditication,
seems that the exchange of mtormation between DRRI and those Army agencies respon
sible for the utilization of graduates has not been adequate to result m a process where

1

training objectives murror job nee ndents arnve and depart from DRRI expecting to
be race rela ons instructors, onh n 1o ajob i which race relations mstructon

tunities are nunimal,

he pattern of interagency refationships and responsibitities does not appear to
be clear to many personnel and such refationstups tave nat been consistently operationalized
For example, the organization tasked with the responsibility tor pohicy pmdance tor DRRI,
the Race Relations Fducational Board ot the Departiment of Defense, has not met consistently
throughout the lustory of DRRI In fact, the Board did not meet between May 1974 and
September 1976, Also important positions ain DOD and DA have not been consistently filled
or have turned over so rapidly as to result i a gap between traming and job policy - Tnan
analogous fashion, mportant positions at DRR1 have not been consistently filled. For example,
the permanent Chiet of Research and Evaluation posttion at DRRI has been vacant sinee 1974

and as of March 1976, the assigned strength at DRRUwas less than authorized

During the course of this study, a number of changes have occurred to enhance
the interagency coordination between DRRI and other relevant agencies, and at seems
like such changes will be productive. Ultimately it s this linkage that s the most critical
determiner of training effectiveness, because traming models, repardless ot thew sophast
cation and good intent, must be generated from cicar statements of RROEO program potiey

in order to develop competent RR/EO personnel and an eftective Army RREFO program
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Implications: Discussion of Specific Training Issues

Fhroughout this report, a number of spectfic traming issues have been consistently
ratsed by taculty, students, and graduates, and/or been pointed out 1 prior evaluation
reports. The implications of these issues will be discussed. Final decisions regarding these

isstes dare dependent on policy statements and job needs of graduates.

The Mission(s) of DRRI

DRRI has been tasked with a variety of specific missions, although most of its
resources have been allocated to conducting training ot personnel. In the carly develop
ment of DRRIE and RR/EO programs, there was a legiimate urgency (o train needed person-
nel 1o operate the planned RR/EFO program in the ficld. However, it scems that the alloca-
tion of resources has not been modified to accomplish the other DRR1 missions. Graduate
teedback imdicated that educational materials at istallations were often out of date, and
that they were seldom or never furnished with new materials from DRRI. Most graduates
were unaware of the development of new educational matenals, indicators of institutional
Jiscrimimation. or new strategies and tools to assess racial chimate. Fvaluations ol program
cffectiveness at most installations were subjective and best guesses with no consultation or
assistance available from DRRI. Rescarch done by DRRI tended to be process-oriented,
dealing with internal changes among students at DRRT and aftording little utility tor the
graduate m the ficld. New curticula and doctrine were penerated at DRRI for DRRI
traiming and were not made avadable tor ficld use. Rescarch cftorts at DRRI, regardless ot
their psychometric sophistication, were hampered by thei tnability to relate traming
and student characteristics to ficld pertormance, and thus, were not perceived even by

DRRI taculty as very uscful

It is unfortunate that training demands have overwhelmed the accomplishment
of other DRRI missions. RR/EO personnel operate installation programs i relative 1sola-
tion from the mainstream of social science and training technology. An ongoing researchy
evaluation mechanism from the beginning of DRRI and RR/EO programs would have been

able to take advantage of the successes and failures of the tast few years to enhance the effee-

tiveness of the current programs, Apparently on account of resource limitations, DRRI1




has not been able to use s tesources out w the hield, away trom DRRE Also, policies ol
mdividual military services have had the eftect of protubiting, or at least inating, DRR1 in
volvement in hield curriculum devetopment and progeam evaluation, stnce cach serviace has
exclusively assumed responsibadity tor sach tasks. Preomse clantications of DRRI maissions is
imperative. s not teastble tor DRRL to be able to accomphish suceesstully s non trammng
nussions without adequate mternal rescarch resources, the removal of pohicy himutations, and
support trom other agencies (o develop onpomg mechanmisms with graduates and RR 1O

progeams i the held

DRRI Training Objectives

The type of trating objective endarsed by DRRUE raises qnother wsue, tor the
objectives emphasize knowledge and anderstanding, tather than skabls, behaviors, and per
tormance. The objectives basieatly are educational or achievement onented. They are
concerned with the transnusston of mtormation, and imphatly assume that students who
have more knowledge, understandimg, racial group experiences, opportunitios tor awarcness
and capability will in some vague way be better race relations instructors. While it pos
sible that structons with these attnibutes may pertorm more ettectively, the performance
as an mstructor, and certamly performance i the other nonanstructor roles aecomplishied
by graduates currently s determmed by a tar mere complen set of varables, many of which
are behavioral or skill-related rather than simply cogmitive ot mtormational,. DRRUS nus
son is to conduct traming, to produce personael who can perform ettectively on the job

Its ohjectives, as stated, stress knowledge and intellectual chavactensties, not pertormance,

Also. the objectives are process based rather than poai o outcome-based, and
they are vague and deny measurement. They reflect intermediate stages ot a by pothetical
process thet maght lead to a goal. Personnel with more knowledype should be better instiue
tors, bui the trannng objechive is to produce effective mstructors and competent RRTO
personnel. For example, the DRRI objective

Ihe opportumity to become aware of current Do, Seviee,
and Command cqual opportunmity and treatment policies, and

directives and therr relationship to the need tor mamtamimg
good order and discipline




All personnel have the “opportunity to become aware™ of RR/EO regulations and do not
require a separate traming program to appnse them ot the avairlabihity of RR/FO regulations
[t does seem approprate to hypothesize that competent RR/EFO personnel would have
specitic levels of knowledge of RR/EO regulations and specific levels of skills in then
utihzation. Theretore, a more usetul traiming objective would specity the desied level of
knowledge of regulations and preferably the desired level of skill i their utihization
Training content and curricula would be designed to accomphish the behaviors and skills
specttied by the trammg objective, and the tramimg objectives would reflect character-

isties that distinguish eftective RR/EO personnel and that reflect job performance.

Persistent demands by students for more practical skills traming s reflected
by objectives which are not saill- and performance-based, and thus are more ditficult to
transter to the job environment. The focus on objectives that are cognitive rather than
behavioral ereates an mteresting double message tor these future race relations instructors
who are also told, “We are interested in hehavior change. We don’t care what they think,

just what they do!™

These criticisms of objectives are found elsewhere as well and warrant immediate
cexamination (Comptroller General, 1976). Certainly, DRRIES nussion to “develop doctrine
and curricula in education tor race relations,” cannot be productively served by its own

juality of training objectives

Selection of Students

T'he selection of students to attend DRRI s an important issue. Although the
Army has recently upgraded selection criteria tor students, most respondents in this study
believed that motivation was the most important selection criterion. Analyses indicated
that level of education was the most important indicator of pertormance at DRRI and that
motivation seemed less related to performance. In fact, those who reported that they did
not volunteer tended to perform better at DRRI, as they had higher levels of education.
Job pertormance data of graduates needs to be collected and related to student character-
istics, because valid selection of students (and instructors) can only be based on job

criterna.




Ihe beliet that DRRI students, at least upon entrance, should constitute a cadre

o . e v

of personnel rowally dedicated to the chimination of tacism may not serve DRRI well, Field
mnterviews suggest relance on motivation and sincenty as selection criteria may reintoree

the mmage of DRRI and DRRI graduates as muhtant and radical When DRRI began, group
cohesiveness and wdentity were perhaps more important in generating a small group ot de-
voted tramees taced with the problem of how to help change a huge burcaucratic system
However, as the role of the graduate has changed to emphasize analy tical rather than verbal
skills and the RREO program has been mstitutionalized, the value of motvation as a criterion

can be questioned

T'he selt-selection of students into DRRUand the RR PO carcer field by motiva
ton and volunteer status scems contirmed by compansons of tacital attitudes and knowledge .
with the general Army population The advantages ot this selt-selection scheme are not al
apparent, tor while a cadre ot racually aware and knowledgeable personnet are wdentitied,
the composttion of DRRI graduates s increasingly difterentiated trom the Army as a whole
The quahity of tacthtation as a race relattons instructor or consulting as the commander’s
advisor might not be enhanced it the perceptions of the graduate and his client are so dis
parate. Also, the recruttment ot personnel who all have the same values and pereeptions
stands the nisk of generating a group of RR/EQO personnel whose strategies and understandimg
of the problem become more and more msulated from the skepticism ot those whe have dit
terent opumions. I students already have relatively tavorable and desrable levels of awareness
and attitudes about discnnmmnation, the poonty tor using much of Phase | tramimg time o
mcrease awareness levels muight be exammed, particularly at a1 tme when graduates are
asking tor more “how o doit™ skalls and are having more demands tor consultative and

analy tical skills

One oi the most negative consequences of the current selection process was apth

expressed by one taculty member at DRRIL

“Exert quality control, not management by race or sex, i select
ing personnel tor the school. Make commanders take the program
serously by requining qualified students onlyv tor the course
Sendmg a mmority (or ooty member to the school who s a
tunctional ilhitevate does no one a tavor, everyone a disservice. We
end up putting the real victims of discoimumation up against the
system knowmng tull well how poorly armed they are ™
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Greater Individuahized Tramng

Analvses of charactenstios of studerds at DRR demonstrate 4 wide range of
varation m student RR FO expenence and miellectual aptitude . Alsojob desenptive
data indicate that the speditic vasks pertormed by graduates vary by their utihizaton It
appears that tramng cttectiveness might be enhanced by conceptualizing traming as a
matns of expertences based on a student’s personal expenience and aptitude and tuture
job desenption, rather than as one dnrtary tranng tenention, or fwo fypes of trammy
based on rank alone. Trammg at DRRI could be provided o groups ot personnel based on
where they have been and where they are gomg. While all tramees would undergo a common,
Cote trmimg experience, specitic sets ot trammng modules would be proy wded o trameces, based

on ther pnor RR EO experiences and intelleciual aptitude and onthew tuture RR O assien

ment tollowme traaming

DRRI, in s last evaluation report, also has realized that mstruction may be more

etfective it 1t s moditied to exibly deal with indmadual ditterences.

° perhaps proups with greater previoas exposare 1o race
relations themes have hagher expectations ot the trammg
received at DRRIE This explanation suggests the need tor
additional research on the queston of student pereeptions,
but more impottanthy, rases the isue of whether DRRI
should consider “customized ™ imstruction based on the level
of awareness indwvidual students possess upon entenng

DRRL ™ (DRRI 19760

Experience of DRRI Instrictors

The quabity of mstructons was seen by students as one of DRREUS maor assets
One ot the tew criticisms dealt with the lack of freld expenence of instructors, An exanuna
tion of the responses of mstructors sunveyed mdicates that expertence m the field, as anan
structor, or m RR EO content arcas s quite low tor some instructors. Fhe tollowng pet

centages indicate some ot the charactenstics of DRRI Phase Tand Phase THhnstrueton
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DRRI! Instructors Phase ) Phase 11
(N=11) (N =8)

° Had never worked in the ticld as a race
relations instructor S§5% 13

° Had never worked in the field as an
EO stafi member, 64% 38

e Had no tramming other than DRRI
dealing with RR EO 307 3%

® Had never taught a course, other than

at DRRI, dealing with RR O, 55% ()
° Had hittle or no interest inimproving

RR/EQO prior to their military experience. 434 03
e  Was a member of any organization that

dealt with RR/'EO prior to their nalitary

experience. 9" 0
e Ind notattend DRRI as a student., 27 O
# Attended Phase 1 only., 27% 63

From these data, it seems that many of the faculty have httle prior job experience and hittle
experience as an instructor. For most taculty  interest in RR FO s relatively newly acquired.
since their military experience. In spite of a recommendation made i 1972 m the fiest evalua-
tion research report that all mstructors be DRRI graduates. some instructors never or only

partially attended DRRI.

I'he selection of instructors should receive as close an examination as the selection
of students. Instructor charactenistics related to ettective performance should be developed
and utihized i therr selection. At a mimimum, istructors require adequate ficld job expen-
ence as a basis for training competent RR 1O personnel. Student requests for more prac-
tical, “how to do it™ training seem quite reasonable i view of the Iow levels of practical
experience of their instructors. The increase in non-instruction tasks in the job of the DRRI
graduate will probably turther highhght the vital importance of organizational and practical
skills. Instructors need job experiences i order to tram students to deal with the problems

of “out there.™
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Black- White Traming Emphasis

Stnee the st DRRI classes, some sraduates have cntiaized the black-white
cinphasis that characternizes DRRI traming and requested more non-black nunority group
trammme content  Hos important to note that DRRI has responded by increasimg traming
i non-blick mmonty group arcas, but the cnticism has persisted . The optimal balance ot
tranmg content ultimately depends upon e 10b needs of graduates. However, the reality
ot black vistbality i the Army and in the RR O program may explam the persistence ot

the cnticism

An analvsis of RR PO personnel in the Army as contrasted to the Army as a
whole based on g quantitative model of institutional discoimumation, showed that blacks
tound to be dramatically overrepresented in RREFO positions in the Army (Department
of the Army-HRR, 19700 At the end of Fiscal Year 1975, blacks constituted about 23
pereent of the total Army population, however, 03 percent of all Army enhisted RR O
posttions were occupied by black enhisted personnel. While blacks accounted tor about S
percent of the Army otticer population, about 25 percent ot all officer RR FO positions
were held by blacks - Also, the overwhelmimg majonty ot all nnonty group personnel in

the Army are black, so that it Iikely that discussions and studies ot discrimination by

race woulkd emphasize blacks

Newther the composition of the Army nor the composition ot the Army RR O
program are the responsibihty of DRRE However, an exphait acknowledgment of the
racal composttion of nubitary and program personnel and its ettect on the selection ot
tratnng content nught mect the needs of those who percenve an overemphasis of black
trammng content i spite of curniculum changes to reduce black content Another tramning
approach miaght be to shitt more of the tocus of tramang away troni the study of minornty
groups and women to a study ot racism and the mechanisms of ractal disciimmation. In

the end, the allocation ot tramng content must be dependent on the job needs of graduates

Miscellancous Training lssues

- Ihe relationship between Phase Land Phase 1, while somewhat
conceptually logical, seems stramed by different approaches

and styles, a multi-Service set ot disparate strategies, and




difterent faculty members. Only 45 percent of the Phase |
faculty respondents and 75 percent of Phase 11 taculty re-
spondents agreed that they were complementary. There was
tairly high consensus  Phase I, 64 percent. Phase 11, 88 percent
on the feeling that much more attention should be given to the
Phase I-Phase I transition. Students commented on the dif-
ficulty in mamtaming their level of intensity of teeling in Phase
I, and that for some Phase 11 was “naturally a letdown.™

) The increase in importance given to sexism as a major type of
discimination might be perceived as diluting the efforts to
ehminate racism. This potential conflict seems worth examin-
ing, tor 47 percent agreed and 37 percent of the taculty dis-
agreed with the statement: “While sexism may be important,
racist should stll be the main focus for DRRY training.™
Sexism has, from students. been getting more attention at
DRRI and was highhighted during many student interviews.
Some faculty and students have expressed frustration at the
low level of sexism awarencess in DRRI training content and
that non-sexist means more than not calling temales “girls.™

® Performance standards at DRRI require turther examination and
explicit linkages with job performance. Varous pertormance
criteria currently used are not highly related to cach other and
academic tests are still a source of student dissatistaction

Perceived Consequences of DRRI and RR/EQ
Involvement

The effects of DRRI and RR/FO career involvement on one's military career re-
quire direct attention. The data from both this survey and other data suggest that the rumors
about how such experiences negatively affect the attitudes and military are much more nega-
tive than a systematic assessment of graduates’ perceptions suggests. The majority of graduates
perceive positive or neutral effects ot their DRRI and RR/EQ experiences. However, there

are a small but substantial minonity of graduates who do perceive a negative eftect

The frustration expressed by graduates scemed most severe when graduates were
in situations that were greatly insulated from the commander and where he/she was not
permitted to be every active: ie., where task tfrequency was low, particularly command

consultative-type tasks. The higher ranking, white graduate appears to be the least satistied




with his role. a finding consistently reported in site visits. Non-white personnel are assumed
o be motivated to participate and lead RR/FO programs, tor many Army personnel see the

RR/EO program as beng for non-whites. The white graduate not only must demonstrate

and rationalize his concern for suspecting white unit personnel, but must pass a test of motiva-

fion to convince suspicious non-white personnel and especially non-white graduate colleagues.

Further, he becomes identitied as a part of a program that 1s unpopular with higher ranking
command personnel, a position that is unlikely to enhance his efticiency rating which is an
intolerable situation tor anyone with career aspitations. As a seasoned ofticer in another
study sumply put it, “You're not hkely to find your water-walkers here™ (McDowell, 1976).
Rather than denying or avouding this issue, it seems much wiser to directly and clearly
acknowledge this tinding and begin to mvestigate its determimants. Such an examination
of perceved consequences accompanied by more contact with graduates in the field may
decrease “burnout™ and remove pe eptions that serve as barriers for higher quality person-
nel to choose RR/EO carcers. In tact it appears to be in DRRIs interest to publicize this
data, since about 29 percent of graduates telt that DRRI increased their intention to stay
in the mulitary. Thas figure compares tavorably with any of a mynad of programs and

meentives that are specitically designed to to keep personnel in the mihitary.

The Image of DRRI

Very little evidence was tound in this study to corroborate a negative, activist
image ot DRRL Interviews with Army command personnel revealed generally positive
feehings obout DRRIE, with existing negative perceptions more sharply focused at specilic
elements of the RR/EO program. Army unit personnel were generally uraware of DRRI
and its alleged actvist reputation. While the lack of data tor perjorative labels on DRRI
1s encouraging, the large percentage of Army personnel who had never heard of DRRI war-

rants attention.

The intense personal feelings that many students leave Phase | with are in most
ways a testimony to the substantial impact of DRRI training. However, in more subtle
ways, there may be some counterproductiveness in the almost evangelistic fervor of

graduates. Itis possible that this sense of dedication has been confused with activism by




commanders in the field; or graduates, armed with new awareness and new feelings about
self, may be overeager to share their discoveries and become impatient with those who are

not able to enhance their own awareness of the subtle aspects of discrimination.

Phase [ had differential training effects on non-whites, some of whom departed
i less in favor of racial integration and more in favor of racial separation than when they
arrived. While the merits of these philosophies are debatable, the clear Army policy endors-
ing racial harmony leaves little room for any beliet other than an endorsement of racial

integration.

The changes in self-perceptions voiced by some students were by and large seen
positively. However, the validity of these changes are mediated by their implications for

success on the job. For example, one student after Phase | commented:

“I changed my attitude toward people in authority. I used to
have blind obedience before —just followed orders. Now | will
question seniors more than before ™

Such changes might be universally applauded in personal growth contexts, but these changes

might not necessarily be productive in an Army environment.

The potential anxiety associated with the expression of a new conceptual framework
that gives permission to communicate feelings in the context of a strongly hierarchical organiza-
tional environment which stresses cognitive forms ot expression can be stressful. As one

student put it, **It’s a challenging job—you lose friends and may lose your family.”

The important point is that the value of changes associated with training is exclu-

sively determined by the relationship of the changes to job performance. If more self-
awareness is a characteristic of competent RR/EO performance, then such changes are de-
sirable. However, it seems that such changes in self may not be desirable in all circumstances.
It would be useful for DRRI to allocate specific training resources to deal with changes in

self and their relation to job performance. Most human relations training programs routinely

include a segment on transfer of training to the “back home environment.”” DRRI presently

devotes some training to transfer issues, but more is clearly indicated.
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One fnal point about the image of DRRI relates to the characteristics of Army
RR/EO personnel. Blacks are dramatically overrepresented in RR/EO positions, so that it

is likely that RR/EO, and DRRI indirectly, will be perceived as a program for blacks regard-
less of protestations to the contrary. Also, data are available relevant to the perceptions of
the quality of RR/EQ personnel and indirectly to the quality of DRRI graduates.4 Compari-
sons oi Enlisted Efficiency Report Weighted Average Scores between RR/EQO personnel and
Army personnel in general, show small differences across ES to E9 ranks. However, com-
parisons by mental categories, derived from AFQT scores, between RR/EO enlisted personnel
and personnel in an analogous personnel actions MOS| show that RR/EO personnel have less
than one-half as many personnel in percentage terms in the higher mental categories (I and 11),
and almost three times as many in the lowest mental category (IV). Since intelligence or
intellectual aptitude is formally a higher valued characteristic in the Army, the image com-
municated by a program staftfed by personnel who have disproportionately lower levels of

intellectual aptitude must suffer.

Command Support

It is evident from this study that today the job of the DRRI graduate is more
diverse and the roles and tasks more heterogeneous than in the past. The original conception
of DRRI, based on a pyramid training of trainers model, seemed most appropriate as the
military services began to confront racism. However, in the last few years the overall strategy
of each of the Services has changed with an increase in the development of the command/
consultant role of its professional RR/EO personnel and a concomitant decrease in the re-
liance on race relations instruction as the anti-racism strategy. More race relations instruc-
tion is no longer seen as the most effective strategy to eliminate racism. While some graduates
still serve in the instructor role, this is not their exclusive role, and time is spent in other roles,

expecially the equal opportunity staff role.

4[)3!;1 furnished by Office of Equal Opportunity Programs, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel,
Department of the Army.




The vital importance of the commander in the effectiveness of the installation

RR/EO program has been emphasized in a recent analysis of the Army umt race relations

i training program (Hiett and Nordlie, 1976). The perceptions of DRRI praduates in this
i

:t study further reinforced the critical role of command. The amount of command support
: most strongly distinguished higher and lower quality RR/EQ programs, and it also cor-

k

related strongly with the overall job satistaction of the graduate. Graduates consistently

requested more training on how to deal with their command.

The notion of command responsibility is nearly sacred in the military. Farlier
anti-discaimination strategies that scemed to be imphcitly modeled on a “'get the racist
commandes” motif, which may have been appropriate at an carlier point in the overall

development of strategy. do not seem to work now. The commander is the commander,

and the data suggest that his support is necessary tor an effective race relations program.

Adversary, confrontative approaches with the command structure do not appear to be
likely to be successtul. The tact that the non-participation of NCO's and officers in race
relations instruction is perceived as the most serious problem of race relations instruction
suggests that command will simply opt out when presented with programs that do not
appear to meet their needs, with a resultant decrease in the effectiveness of the program
Based on this rationale, the fact that graduates see the “commander’s opimnion ™ as the least
important indicator of the racial climate at an installation seems unfortunate and serves

to guarantee the less-than-desired quality of success in race relations programs in the
military. Albeit, many commanders may not be aware of the racial climate in their
command. However, the failure to deal explicitly with the commander. the allocator of
resources, would seem to limit the success of any endeavor, The acknowledged importance
of increased command support is even turther contirmed by s endorsement by praduates

as the most effective strategy to ¢liminate discrimination.

DRRI graduates rate the number of ractal incidents on an installation as the
most important indicator of racial chmate. 1t would seem that racial tension would be

tairly well developed to lead to racial contlict. Further, racial confhict in 1977 18 stmply not




manifested i physical, confrontative manners as it was in 1965 to 1970. Waiting for racial
ncidents to oceur climinates hope tor progress i elininating mstitutional discrimination
and reinforees commanders to lower or mamntain current levels of awareness and resources
to chinunate racism. As many commanders expressed it, “*1 don't have a race problem in my
unit because there haven't been any racial incidents.” Since commanders are aware that
ractal incidents in thewr command will reflect badly on their own performance, there will

be very few reported, regardless of the quality of race relations and the extent of discrimina-
tion. At a time when most organizations are coming to realize that the more subtle and
nsidious torms of discrimination are mstitutional in nature, both DRRI graduates and com-

manders continue to buy into racial incidents as the best measure of racial tensions. This

belief instigates a set ot dynamies which fead to a paradox that, as one graduate put it, states | N
“the only way tor us to ehiminate racism here 1s to go out and start a racial incident and { |
b

then maybe we'll be able to get something done.” The RR/FO program-command relation-

e

ship must receive greater training emphasis for the RR/EO program to be eftective.

Interorganizational Relationships

Organizational relationships between DRRI, cach phase of training, DOD, and
individual military services seem less than clear.  In the course of this study, many respon-
dents appeared somewhat confused about which military agency was responsible for DRRI
policy and operations. For example, Niftycight percent of the faculty agreed with the

tollowing statement:

Policy for Phase I-DRRI is set by the DOD Race Relations
Education Board.

Information published by DRRI about operations and policy states:
Operations of the DRRI are subject to policy guidance by
the Race Relations Education Board ot the Department of

Defense.

It ““set by is the same as “subject to . .. guidance by,” then at least one-half the taculty

correctly understands the DOD-DRRI relationship. Regardless of which answer is the




correct answer, about one-half the faculty do not correctly understand the organizational

relationship.

Army Phase 11, according to a recent Memorandum for the Record (Lewis, 1976),
is to be developed and implemented by the U.S. Army Administration Center at Fort
Benjamin Harrison, Indiana, and Phase I training is reviewed and approved by TRADOC at
Fort Monroe, Virginia. Many of our respondents believed that Phase 11 was operated by
the Department of the Army, Director of Equal Opportunity Programs in Washington, D.C.
The aforementioned MFR also points out that Army policy is developed by the Department
of the Army. Thus, it seems that the agency responsible for development and implementa-
tion of Phase II is located over a thousand miles away from the training itself; and that
another agency located in a different place has approval for the implementation of the
training; and that a different agency at a different location develops the policy that deter-
mines what those trainees do on the job; and that the training itself follows a highly intense
and unusual different training experience (Phase I) that was developed, implemented, and
approved by another set of different agencies. While this matrix of relationships is theo-
retically possible, one wonders about its effectiveness in terms of developing a training
program designed to produce effective on-the-job performance. At a minimum, relevant

RR/EO personnel should know who does what to whom and why!

The generally low level of interorganizational coordination is also felt in the
student selection process. DRRI does not know exactly which Army students and how
many Army students will attend training until the first day of training. Without precise
knowledge of who will attend training, DRRI cannot furnish students with satisfactory
advance information about the training, nor can DRRI plan to develop training strategies
that can take advantage of the different types of students and the different types of training
needs. Further, the general lack of coordination with other Army agencies limits the ability
of the agency to know who actually attended training and to be aware of the validity of

their selection standards.

The most profound consequences of poor interagency coordination has been
the creation of a gap between decision-making/policy operations about DRRI training and

decision-making/policy operations about the job of the DRRI graduate. DRRI is subject to
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policy guidance from one set of agencies and has developed curricula based on this guidance.

Each group ot respondents in this study assumed that the goal of DRRI training was to train
race relations mstructors. Fifty-five percent of the Army students in the class studied ex-
pected to spend one-half of their job time or more providing race relations instruction when
they returned to ther installation. One out of five students expected to spend almost all ot
their time as a race relations instructor. Phase | taculty respondents also expected Army
students to return to the field o provide race relations instruction. Sixty-tour percent of the
Phase | faculty respondents, compared with only 13 percent of the Phase 11 faculty respondents,
expected students to spend one-half of their time or mose providing race relations instruction.
In spite of the expansion of the mission of DRRIin 1974 10 train equal opportunity/human
resources management spectahsts and Army Phase 1 doctrine, most students believed that
DRRI tramng was designed to produce race relations mstructors. Perhaps the expectations
created by local installation commanders and RR/EO officers remain regardless of guidance

to the contrary.

In the last few years the Army has made substantial changes in the RR/EO program
policy and operation. Data tfrom the First Annual Assessment of the Army's Equal Oppor-
tunity Program make 1t clear that the Army has changed both its emphasis of the importance

and type of race relations instruction and its use of DRRI graduates.

“The racial stnife, turmotl and divisiveness of the late 60's and early
70%s dictated a training and cducation program oriented to racial harmony.
Apparent calm and lack of ractal controntation exist in the Army today.
Positive efforts are required to deepen this condition, in view ot White
feelings that the Army has gone too tar with this program and minority
suspicions of promises of equal opportunity tor upward mobility. 1t is
now believed that the RR&EO traming and cducation program’s thrust
should be toward management practices and tunctions that provide equal
opportunity for all soldiers.™ (Department of the Army - HRR, 1976.)

Thus, the job of RR/EO personnel and DRRI graduates has dramatically shifted away from
providing race relations instruction to emphasizing equal opportunity management practices.

In the Army, chain-of~command personnel conduct rice relations instruction, not DRRI

graduates, who may monitor, coordinate and assist race relations education.




Also, the goals and strategies of race relations instruction in the Army have changed.

DRRI provides students a model of race relations instruction in which the small group discus-
sion method is seen

... as a means of exposing personnel to differing racial and

ethnic life styles and concerns, opening communication channels

among themselves, identifying intergroup problems and sources
of stress. . .. " (DRRI, 1976.)

In contrast, Army revisions of its race relations instruction program are designed to:

® Deemphasize racial/ethnic differences in educational
material and exploit commonalities and the cultural
pluralism that exists in our society.

®  Assist in identifying and combating various forms of
institutional discrimination and sexism.
(Department of the Army  HRR, 1976.)

It is imperative that interagency coordination between DRRI and relevant Army
agencies improve before DRRI training can meet the job needs of its students. Clear and
precise statements of policy about the goals and implementation procedures of RR/EO
programs need to be shared among DRRI and Army agencies in order for DRRI to develop

training programs designed to produce quality RR/EOQ personnel in the Army.
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PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF INSTRUMENTS

Nearly all of the measures of racially-oriented variables utilized in this study are
totally or in part the result of prior developmental work on military populations. Therefore,
the psychometric properties of these instruments have been previously documented. How-
ever. it is still important to document these properties tor their current utilization to insure

that they maintain satisfactory levels of reliability and validity.
Reliability

The reliability of each of the instruments or scales used in this study are presented
in Table 18. In this table, the number of items on each scale and an estimate of the iniernal
consistency reliability are presented. Internal consistency was estimated by calculating the
coefficient alpha, which is based on the average correlation among items and the number of
items on a scale. It represents the expected correlation of one scale with alternative forms
containing the same number of items, and provides a satisfactory estimate of reliability since
the major source of measurement error is usually content sampling (Nunnally, 1967). Most
of the scale reliabilities are adequate, although a few, with small numbers of items, are suf-
ficiently low to warrant limited confidence when interpreting results. Our attempt (0 assess
a wide range of vaniables without using an enormously long instrument resulted in some
scales with only a few items and low levels of reliability. Future assessments will be able

to use fewer scales of higher reliability.
Validity

An analysis of the relationship among scales was executed in order to demon-
strate that the scales measure what they purport to; i.c.. that they have construct validity.
Interscale correlations should be in directions that would be hypothesized based on the

meaning of the underlying constructs of each scale; and they should be sufficiently modest
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Table 18
Psychometric Characteristics of Scales: Reliability

(N =83)
Internal Consistency
Instrument/Scale Numbers of Items Reliability

Perceived Discrimination against Blacks

(PDB) 6 .83
Attitude toward Racial Interaction (ATI) 6 .76
Feelings of Reverse Racism (FRR) 6 .67
Racial Climate (RC) 6 63
Interracial Behavior (1B) 3 .88
Behavioral Intentions (BI) 10 .84
Judgments of Racial Prejudice (JRP) S 52
In-Channel Actions (ICA) 8 .64
Out-Channei Actions (OCA) Il .79
Knowledgel 8 .64
Knowledge 3 7 .59
Knowledge 4 . .78
Knowledge 24 .85

to imply that scales are measuring related, yet different constructs. The correiations among

scales are presented in Table 19.

Generally, the pattern ot correlations is similar to prior work with these variables

and in the expected, hypothesized directions. Personnel who perceive higher levels of

discrimination against non-whites (PDB) tend to:
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Table 19

Correlations among Attitudinal, Perceptual, Behavioral
and Knowledge Variables

(N =83)
e s At(i(u&zi’ércfplit)ns_ | Knowl- Behavior |
Attitude/Perceptions ATl | FRR| RC | JRP | ICA | OCA | edge 1B BI

Percewved Discrimination
against Blacks (PDB) +27* | -03 | -.04 +35%] A% | 0T | +22¢ +.47*% | +.30*

Attitude toward Racial
Interaction (AT =37 S t.14 +.14 -27% | +36* +33% | +.29%

Feelings of Reverse .
Racism (FRR) +.11 <07 | -.19 | *05 | -36* -.23% | - .30* §

Racial Climate (RC) 5 23%F <07 - 01 - 42% -.01 - 01

Judgments of Racial

Prejudice (JRP) -.59* | - 08* | +.18* +09 | +.15
In<Channel Actions (ICA) ~408 +.11 +.26% | +.21%
Out-Channel Actions (OCA) +.03 -.01 +.07
Knowledge +.26% | +.17
Interracial Behavior (1B) +.60*
- Behavioral Intentions (Bl)

*Statistically significant at the .05 level.

» have more positive attitudes toward racial interaction (ATI):
e  perceive more prejudice in the scenarios (JRP)

* have more racial knowledge:




® have more tfrequent interracial behavior (I1B);

®  be more likely to engage in interracial behavior (Bl).

Personnel who perceive that whites feel threatened by non-whites and that non-whites receive

more favorable treatment (FRR) tend to
e  have /ess positive attitudes toward racial interaction (ATI);
@ have less racial knowledge .
@  have less frequent interracial behavior (IB);,

®  be less likely to engage in interracial behavior (BI).

A separate analysis calculated the relationships between those instruments used by
DRRI and those instruments specifically developed and utilized for this study. Whereas our
instruments were developed on military populations, those instruments used bv DRRI were
apparently developed in civilian settings. Little information about their psychometric char-
acteristics is available in any DRRI report. For example, The Opinion Inventory was developed
only for whites to assess their attitudes about blacks (Woodmansee and Cook, 1967), but is
apparently used for personnel of all races. The Nominal Index was developed at DRRI as a

composite predictor from the other instruments. However, little data about its reliability

or validity are availablv.

The correlations between our instruments (HSR) and DRRI instruments are pre-
sented in Table 20. Generally, associations seem to be in the hypothesized directions. The
Integration/Separation indices are not significantly related to ATI, suggesting that their con-
cepts of integration are somewhat different. The role of women scale is highly related to

the racial variables, suggesting some association with racial and sexual attitudes.

The scores of DRRI students on our instruments tended to be somewhat different
from the general Army population that was used to develop the instruments. DRRI students
are self-selected in large part and have a different set of racial attitudes compared to the

general Army population. For example, the mean ATI score for the 1976-3 class was about
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Table 20

Correlations among DRRI and HSR Instruments
(N =83)

HSR Instruments

Inv.

Inv.

Int.

Sep.

Int.

PER.

ACT

Women

Index

|

Perceived Discrimination
against Blacks (PDB)

Attitude toward Racial
Interaction (ATI)

Feelings of Reverse
Racism (FRR)

Racial Climate (RC)

Judgments of Racial
Prejudice (JRP)

In-Channel Actions (ICA)

Out-Channel Actions (OCA)

Knowledge

Interracial Behavior (IB)

Behavioral Intentions (BI)

= 39*

- 43*

+.35%

-.34*

= 33*

- 39+

- 48*

- 47*

+ ‘\4‘

+.24*

+.07

+.05

+27%

et

+.02

+.03

- .05

. 207

+07%

+.04

+25%

+.04

-.16

-.16

- .08

+.01

- .01

-, 30*

- .05

-.18*

- .25%

- 18*

- 278

- .05

+.06

+.09

ki

-.03

+.16

£.15°*

-.01

1l

-.08

+.44*

-.39%

- 35*

+.44%

+.26*

= 20F

-.29%

+.13

- 43+

- .43*

- 30T

+.28*

+.12

- .40*

- 48%

- 47%

*Statistically significant at the .05 level.

27 out of a possible 30. Thercfore, it would be difficult to detect change from training with

such a restricted range of possible scores. Communication with DRRI research staff, the

lengthy versions of DRRI instrumentagion, and the lack of psychometric data on their instru-

ments suggest that little effort has been made to develop more precise, reliable subsets of




data from DRRI results. Therefore, we would hypothesize that DRRI instruments are
perhaps more susceptible to error sources like range restrictions and recommend that psy-

chometric analyses be conducted on DRRI instruments.
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_ ! FACTOR ANALYSIS OF DRRI GRADUATE TASKS

A principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation was run on the
35 atems that deseribed task trequency for DRRI praduates. Htem means were substituted

for mussing data The results of this analysis are presented in Table 21

Lour meanmgtul tactors emerged from this analysis. The last two factors do
not mclude a sutticient number of items 1o be psychometnically reliable, but will be
wicluded tor thar deseriptive value. Factors were determined by selecting ttems that
loaded 40 oi higher on cach scale. The scores on cach item were summed to equal a
factor score. The ligher the factor score, the more frequent the graduate performs those

types of tasks. The speatic items i cach factor are presented Table M1, along with the

factor loading and mean trequency value for the item. Fach of the responses was based on 3
the tollowing trequency continuum, 4
|

I = Never
| ess than once a month, #

3= Onee a month
4= Two times a month
S - One time a week

O Two or more times d week

A}

Most item means fall between 2 and 4, or “less than once a month™ to “two fumes & month ™
Factor loadings indicate the strength oo assoctation between the item and the overall facton
Ltems with ughest tactor loadmes tend (o define dhe meaning of the factor, by representing ]

s centor

An analysis was also done to assess the relationship between task factor scores and
time spent on various tasks, Correlation coetficients were caleulated between each task score
and cach general type of task (o provide some evidence of validity for tactors. Correlations
with non-RR/EO mulitary duties are high with all tactors suggesting that graduates tend to
perform less frequently any type of task as they spend more time in non RR/EQO duties.
Generally, the correlations on cach task score are lugher with the appropriate, most relevant

tasks. For example, FOS fask score 15 most assoctated with tune spent on counsehng,
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investigating, and collecting information tasks, which are part ot the equal opportunity staff

role; whereas, the RRI1 task score is most highly related to the preparation of materials, con-
ducting race relations instruction, and conducting training courses tasks. The correlations
with the CC task score are less clear, but are highest with the assisting chain of command
tasks and the EOS tasks. Correlations with the PC score tend to be significant across many

tasks, indicating that coordination tasks involve all content areas of the graduates’ jobs.
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Table 21

Factor Analysis of Task ltems
(N = §19)

Factor 1. Equal Opportunity Staff (EOS)

Mamtaining liason with civie action agencies for assistance
avatlable i matters of discrimination attecting nilhitary
personnel.

Secking cooperation and participation from surrounding
anvthian community

Making inquuries relative to race/sex discrimination
complants

Mamtaiming cooperative workng relations with Public
Intormation or Public Aftairs Ottice.

Writing or reviewing reports on race;/sex diserimimation
mcidents,

Explonng possible indicators of racial unrest and techniques

to avord ‘resolve senous incidents,

Recommending methods tor correcting discriminatory

practices.

Representing the interest of racial mimmorities when they
appeat to be threatened on the mstallation

Appeanng at avie or installation functions (o generate
support for the Human Goals Program

Mecting with munonty groups or organizations
Supporting cultural programs to increase the appreciation of
the contnbutions and achievements of tacually ditterent

Amencians,

Counseling imdividuals or groups who sce themselves as
victims of race/sex discrimimmation.

0B B!

Factor Task Mean
Loading Frequency
18 2.29
17 242
O8 3.40
08 2.55
04 3.02
.00 3.0
o 148
S0 247
So 2.26G
So 2.9
D 2.4
S 388

(M Mgt ARy

i
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Table 21 (Continued)

Factor Task Mean

Factor | (Continu«j) Loading Frequency
: Assisting in the establishment of compliance monitoring
' procedures. 47 3.17
Conducting research (surveys) to determine the racial
climate on the installation. 47 243
Factor 1 Mean Score: 40.23 2.87
:
: Factor 2. Race Relations Instruction (RRI)
Giving formal (*‘stand up™) lectures. 8§ 2.13
Preparing lectures. .84 2.62
Preparing lesson plans and other educational materials. .65 315
Preparing educational materials. .58 345§
Providing race relations instruction in small group seminars. 46 3.72
Factor 2 Mean Score: 15.01 3.12 .

Factor 3. Command Consultation (CC)

R

Conducting feedback sessions and decision meetings with
commanding officers. 74 2.36

Briefing senior or general officers on local racial conditions. Sl 2.11

Meeting with commanders to review objectives and progress
of RR/EO programs. S0 2.92

Assisting the commander in improving command environments
and strengthening the chain of command. 49 311

Factor 3 Mean Score: 10.48 2.62
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Table 21 (Continued)

T Y

Factor Item Mean

Factor 4. Program Coordination (PC) Loading  Frequency
Making or revising schedules for RR/EO instruction, 54 3.07
Coordinating arrangements for RR/EO programs. S3 310
Assisting in the development of RR/EO programs. o 340
Factor 4 Mcan Score: 10.09 3.36
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PRE-POST DIFFERENCES ON SCALES

Table 22

E
’i
|

Phase I: PrerPost Differences on Racial Attitudes,
Perceptions, Knowledge, and Behavior

i R AT

Statistical
i Instrument Ay N Pre- Post- Difference | t-Value | Significance
Perceived Discrimination
against Blacks (PDB) 53 19.26 21.40 +2.13 +4.40 .00
Attitude toward Racial
k{ Interaction (ATI) 54 27.54 26.44 -1.09 -2.54 0l
|
Feelings of Reverse
Racism (FRR) 55 14.55 15.40 + 85 +1.95 .06 ’
g
5
Racial Cimate (RO) 53 20.32 19.60 - T2 -1.69 10
Judgments of Racial
Prejudice (JRP) 48 19.69 21.42 * .13 +2.21 .03 E
In-Channel Actions (ICA) 41 32.56 32.39 S - .28 .78
Out-Channel Actions
(OCA) 42 14.53 14.60 + .05 + .07 95
Knowledgel 41 6.05 0.95 + .90 +4.38 .00
Knowledge 3 41 S 60.17 + .80 +4.08 .00
Knowledge 4 44 5.73 7.09 +1.36 +5.12 .00
Knowledge 39 17.21 20.21 +3.00 +0.76 .00
Interracial Behavior (IB) 70 18.29 19.30 +1.01 +2.02 .05
Behavioral Intentions (Bl) 74 45.30 45.93 + .64 +1.56 e
Contact 76 1.63 1.17 - 406 -4.19 .00
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Table 23

Phase 1: Pre-Post Difference on DRRI Instruments

.. e
Opinion lnventory
Penick Inventory
Pro-Integration

Pro-Separation

Internal-External Controt

Internality

Personal System Control

Activity Onientation
Nominal Index

Role of Women

——

02

67

ol

3 e

14,45

2441

17.08

-45.37

10.63

393

-

Post-
11

24.09

6.21

-34.97

8.29

3.83

4.00

19.16

24.54

Significance

Level of

I)iffen-m:e t-Value | Difference
-.34 - .28 .78
% 28 + 2§ 81
- 10.87 2.20 .03
+10.40 +2.13 04
-2.35 -4.18 .00
- 10 59 .56
+ 48 +2.10 .04
= .35 -.24 81
- 7.84 -6.34 .00




PREDICTORS OF DRRI PERFORMANCE

Table 24
Variables That Predict DRRI Performance
(N=83)
Graduation Total Academic
Variables (1=no; 2 =yes) Peer Rating Test Scores Self-Rating

Demographic

Sex (1 = male; 2 = female) +.14 -.26* +.13 -.19%

Race (1 = non-white; 2 = white) -1 +.08 -, 32* +.28*

Rank +.17 =S + 38* +.26*

Education +.24* +.16 +.45* +.33*

AGCT: GT +.13 -.13 +41* +.07

CL +.07 -1 +31¢ +.06

AFQT: Mental Category

I = high: 111 = low) +.23 -.05 +.11 +.19

EERWA +.19 +.07 +.16 =13

PMOSE -.02 +.08 - .55* +.10
Prior RR/EO Experience

Prior RR/EO Duty (1 = yes;

2= no) +.08 -.13 -.07 -.106

Number of Courses Taught

Previously +13 +.17 -.02 *.26*
Prior Civil Rights Interest +.18* -.04 +.24* -2
Motivation to Attend DRRI
(Higher scores indicate reasons
is more important.)

To Eliminate Racism +.16 +.09 $. 27 +.0§

To Get into RR/EO Duty +. 31" +.15 +.33* +.19*

To Get College Credit +.11 +.11 +.20* +.02

*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table 24 (Continued)

3 Graduation Total Academic
1 ? Variables (1-no; 2 = yes)  Peer Rating Test Scores Self-Rating
{ 5 Volunteer (I=yes; 2=no) +.14 +.00 o +.04
¢
F®
F : Attitude toward Training +.08 +.17 +.01 +.18*
‘f Expectations about DRRI
[ . (Higher scores indicate more
i expected change.)
“ ' Attitude toward myself - .27 <. 19* - 1R8* +.02
Attitude toward people ot
other Races - .30 < 3" LB g -.07
F Attitude about Racism - 32" 226 -.20* .00 2
Attitude about Sexism B o I - 19* +.09
' !
Attitude toward the Army <. 19" -.04 < 27* +.12
Phase I Expectations
(S=very satistactory. | = very
unsatistactory) -1 +.06 -.14 +.03
Eftect on Carcer Intention
(S=wery positive, 1=very
negative) - A" -.04 - A7 -.10
Effect on Carcer (S = very
positive:. | = very negative) - 13 -.07 -.19* -.20*
: Effect on Attitude toward
military (5 = very positive:;
= very negative.) -.20* -.11 S [, - 06
. Racial Attitudes, Perceptions,
Knowledge, and Behavior
DRRI Instruments
Opinion Inventory +.10 +.05 .00 -.06
Penick Inventory +.18* +.05 -.0§ +.15
Pro-Integration +.09 -.01 « 2 -.13
Pro-Separation . § by -.03 -.04 -.02

*Statistically significant at the .0S level.




Table 24 (Continued)

*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Graduation Total Academic
Variables (1=no, 2 = yes) Peer Rating Test Scores Self-Rating

Internal-External Control .00 -.08 -.08 -.07

Personal Systems Control -.02 +.18* +.09 -.10

Activity Orientation - .06 +.05 +.12 +.02
Nominal Index .00 .00 .08 -.09
Role of Women e L -~ 2T* 12 12

HSR Instruments

Perceved Discrimination
against Blacks (PDB) -.09 +.09 Il +.12
Attitude toward Racial
Interaction (ATI) +.01 +.17 +.06 +41*
Feelings of Reverse
Racism (FRR) 22¢ 13 4 -.10
Racial Climate (RC) -.11 +.09 2% +13
Judgments of Racial
Prejudice (JRP) +.12 +.04 -.03 +.19*
In-Channel Actions (ICA) +.0§ +.03 +.09 -.01
Out-Channel Actions (OCA) -.08 o) +.09 +.20%
Knowledge +.19% +.10* 4+ 23¢ +.12
Interracial Behavior (1B) -.04 +.18* -.14 +.16
Behavioral Intentions (BI) -.16 +.03 14 +.04

b ¢
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PREDICTING DRRI PERFORMANCE
Table 25
Multiple Regression to Predict DRRI Performance
(N =83)
Criterion: Peer Rating
Variable Multiple R
' Expected change: Attitude toward people of other races |
Sex 40
Pro-femunist attitude 49
Importance of reason 1o get into RR/EO duty 53
Racial climate attitude 54
Academic Test Score
Variable Multiple R
Education A5
‘ Prior interest in cvil rights S0
T Pro-integration attitude 53
| Importance of reason: To get into RR/'EO duty sS
i Expected change: Attitude toward people of other races D
i) B Graduation
; Variable Multiple R
Expected change: Attitude about racism 32
Pro-separation attitude 47
Importance of reason: To get into RR FO duty S4
Pro-iategration attitude 57
Education B
Self-Rating
Variable Multiple R -
Fducation 33 |
Race S3 1
Sex So
Importance of reason: To get into RR/FO duty S8 \
| Expected change: Attitude toward the Army 59




